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SENATE 
FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 1955 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, . D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Father of all mankind, whose love no 
manmade barriers can shut out, as this 
day we ascend the world's great altar 
stairs sloping through darkness up to 
Thee, we would stretch out lame hands 
and with our fallible requests come not 
with a philosophy of prayer, but in the 
practice of this greatest of all powers 
which, as with golden chains, ties our 
human race around the throne of the 
eternal. On this world day of petition 
we would join our aspiring desires with 
those of Thy children under all skies-

"As o 'er each continent and island 
The dawn leads on another day, 

The voice of prayer is never silent, 
Nor dies the strain of praise away.'' 

With all dividing walls down, with no 
curtain separating us from those who 
call on Thee in all lands, we pray for the 
leaders of this sadly sundered world, that 
they may be guided by the spirit of the 
one God over all. We pray for the mil
lions of God-fearing people who look up 
to Thee even as they are bound with the 
shackles of a temporary tyranny. We 
pray for those in the captive lands who 
strive and struggle patiently, who suffer 
silently, as their ruthless leaders en
deavor to put out their altar fires. 

We thank Thee for the inner shrine in 
human hearts where blaze the candles 
of faith which no iron fingers can blot 
out. And for our America, whate'er our 
name or sign, create in us clean hearts, 
0 God, and renew right spirits within 
us. And on this day of prayer which 
encircles the globe, make our hearts the 
altars and Thy love the flame. We ask 
it in the name of the Elder Brother of all 
men. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. CLEMENTS, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes
day, February 23, 1955, was dispensed 
with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the President 

of the United States submitting nomina
tions were communicated to the Senate 
by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, informed the Senate that, pur
suant to the provisions of title 16, sec
tion 513, United States Code, the Speaker 
had appointed as members of the Na
tional Forest Reservation Commission, 
on the part of the House, Mr. COLMER, 
of Mississippi, and Mr. CooN, of Oregon. 

The message announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 3828) to 
adjust the salaries of judges of United 

States courts, United States attorneys, 
Members of Congress, and for other pur
poses; agreed to the conference· asked 
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
CELLER of New York, . Mr. WALTER Of 
Pennsylvania, and Mr. REED of Illinois 
were appointed members on the part of 
the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H. R. 2581. An act to promote the national 
defense by authorizing the construction of 
aeronautical-research facilities by the Na
tional Advisory Committee for Aeronautics 
necessary to the effective prosecution of 
aeronautical research; 

H. R. 3952. An act to amend the cotton 
marketing quota provisions of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 
and 

H. R. 4048. An act making recommenda
tions to the States for the enactment of leg
islation to permit and assist Federal per
sonnel, including members of the Armed 
Forces, and their families, to exercise their 
voting franchise, and for other purposes. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 

The following bills were severally read 
twice by their titles and referred as 
indicated: 

H. R. 2581. An ·act to promote the national 
defense by authorizing the construction of 
aeronautical-research facilities by the Na
tional Advisory Committee for Aeronautics 
necessary to the effective prosecution of 
aeronautical research; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

H. R. 3952. An act to amend the cotton 
marketing quota provisions of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 
to the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry. 

H. R. 4048. An act making re'commenda
tions to the States for the enactment of 
legislation to permit -and assist Federal per
sonnel, including members of the Armed 
Forces, and their families, to exercise their 
voting franchise, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Rules and Administration. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the senior Sen
ator from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] 
be given leave of the Senate until Tues
day, March 1, in order that he may at
tend the joint session of the Washington 
State Legislature which is to honor him 
on his 25th anniversary as a distin
guished public servant. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

for the purpose of concluding hearings 
on the nomination of John Marshall 
Harlan to be a Justice of the Supreme 
Court. For the information of the Sen
ate, and in order to enable members 
of the Committee to be present at the 
meeting promptly, I wish to say that 
the meeting will start · immediately. 

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING 
MORNING HOUR 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, 
under the rule, there will be a morning 
hour for the presentation of petitions 
and memorials, the introduction of bills, 
and other routine matters. I ask unani
mous consent that the Senate operate 
under a 2-minute limitation with refer
ence to statements made in connection 
therewith. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is_ so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 
ExAMINATION PRELIMINARY TO PROMOTION OF 

OFFICERS OF NAVAL SERVICE 
A letter from the Secretary of the Navy, 

transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to provide for the examination preliminary 
to promotion of officers of the naval service 
(with an accompanying paper); to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 
REPORT ON WITHDRAWALS OF CERTAIN PUBLIC 

LANDS 
A letter from the Assistant ~ecretary of 

the Interior, reporting, pursuant to law, on 
the withdrawals of certain public lands, for 
the calendar year 1954 (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

PETITIONS 
Petitions were laid before the Senate, 

or presented, and referred as indicated: 
By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature 
of the State of Georgia; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 
"Resolution memorializing Congress to call 

a convention for the purpose of consider
ing an amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States relative to the adminis
tration by the several States of their re
spective school systems 
"Whereas recent decisions of the Supreme 

Court of the United States have tended to 
withdraw from the sovereign States the 
power to administer their respective school 
systems in a fashion never contemplated 
by the ratifiers of the 14th amendment; and 

"Whereas this unconscionable usurpation 
of power, if not restricted, will ultimately 
result in the destruction of every vestige of 
State-supported and regulated public educa
tion: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the house of representatives 
(the senate concurring), That the General 

On request of Mr. GORE, and by Assembly of Georgia respectfully petition the 
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee congress of the United States to call a con
on Roads of the Committee on Public vention for the purpose of proposing the 
Works was authorized to meet during the following article as an amendment to the 
session of the Senate today. , Constitution of the United States: 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, I ask ~·'ARTICLE -
unanimous consent that the Committee "'SECTION 1. Anything in this Constitution 
on the Judiciary may meet this after- .to the contrary notwithstanding, the several 
noon during the session of the Senate, States shall have exclusive authority to 
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regulate, administer, and operate their re
spective educational systems as they may 
deem necessary and proper, and neither the 
Congress, the President, nor anything in 
this Constitution shall in anywise interfere 
therewith or otherwise affect the same. 

"'SEc. 2. The Supreme Court, the several 
district courts and courts of ap~>eal, and any 
and all other Federal judicial tribunals, 
quasi-judicial tribunals, and all administra
tive or executive agencies, shall have no 
jurisdiction to decide or consider, either 
originally, on appeals, or by other means 
of review, any matter drawing in question 
the administration by the several States of 
their respective educational systems'; be it 
further 

"Resolved, That the Congress of the United 
States be, and it hereby is, :.;-equested to pro
vide as the mode of ratification that said 
amendment shall be valid to all intents and 
purposes, as part of the Constitution of the 
United States, when ratified by the legisla-

. tures of three-fourths of the several States; 
be it further 

"Resolved, That a duly attested copy of this 
resolution be immediately transmitted to 
the Secretary of the Senate of the United 
States, the Clerk of the House of Representa
tives of the United States, and to each Mem
ber of the Congress from the State of Geor
gia; be it further 

"Resolved, That a duly attested copy of 
this resolution be immediately transmitted 
to the Governor of every State and the presi
dent of the State senate of every State and 
the speaker of the house of every State for 
the express purpose of encouraging these 
sovereign States to take similar action in 
their legislatures. 

"MARVIN E. MEATE, 
"Speaker of the House. 

"Jos. BooNE, 
"Clerk of the House. 

"S. ERNEST VANDIVER, 
"Presid-ent of the Senate. 

"GEORGE D. STEWART, 
"Secretaary of the Senate. 

'Approved this 29th day of January 1955. 
"MARVIN GRIFFIN, 

"Governor." 

A resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of Nebraska; to the Committee o:- Ap
propriations. 

"Legislative Resolution 10 
"Re memorialization of. Congress to appro

priate sufficient funds to complete Glendo 
Dam in 1957 
"Whereas the United States Bureau of 

Reclamation, Department of the Interior, is 
presently constructing Glendo Dam on the 
North Platte River in the State of Wyo
ming for the purpose, among others, of fur
nishing supplemental storage water for irri
gated lands in eastern Wyoming and western 
Nebraska; and 

"Whereas a contract for construction of 
said Glendo Dam has been awarded, which 
contract provides for completion of the dam 
in early 1958; and 

"Whereas the contractor has indicated a 
willingness, without any increase in the cost 
of the work, to prosecute the work as rap
idly as available funds will permit, and to 
complete the dam 1 year earlier than sched
uled if sufficient funds are provided; and 

"Whereas the earliest possible completion 
of Glendo Dam is of the utmost importance 
in order to relieve a critical water shortage 
in the North Platte Valley of eastern Wyo
ming and western Nebraska, which shortage 
endangers the general economy of the area 
and threatens the security of hundreds of 
farm families; and 

"Whereas the accelerated completion 
would not only make storage water available 
1 year earlier without any increase in cost 
to the Government but would actually result 

in benefits to the (3overnment, including in
creased revenues from sale of electric energy 
and lower costs of supervising the work:. 
Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the members of the Nebraska 
Legislature in 67th session assembled: 

"1. That the 84th Congress of the United 
States be memorialized to provide appropri
ations for Glendo Dam in such amounts as 
may be necessary to support a construction 
program designed to complete said Glendo 
Dam in 1957 instead of 1958 as presently 
planned. 

"2. That copies of this resolution, suitably 
engrossed, be transmitted by the clerk of 
the legislature to the Vice President of the 
United States as presiding officer of the Sen
ate of the United States, to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives of the United 
States, and to each Member from l>iebraska 
in the Congress of the United States. 

"C. J. WARNER, 

"President of the Legislature." 

Resolutions of the General Court of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts; to the 
Committee on Finance: 
"Resolutions memorializing Congress against 

passing legislation reducing tariff rates on 
textile imports from foreign countries 
"Whereas the textile industries in Mas-

sachusetts are being affected economically by 
legislation favorable to textile imports from 
foreign countries; and 

"Whereas the continuance of the textile 
industry in the Commonwealth is essential 
to its economic develoJ:ment; now, therefore, 
be it 

"Resolved, That the House of Representa
tives of the Commonwealth urges the Con
gress of the United States not to pass any 
legislation granting a decrease of tariff rates 
on textile imports from foreign countries; 
and be it further 

"Resolved, That copies of these resolutions 
be sent forthwith by the secretary of the 
Commonwealth to the President of the 
United States, to th- Presiding Officer of each 
branch of Congress, and to each of the Mem
bers thereof from this Commonwealth." 

A joint resolution of the Legislature of 
the Territory of Alaska; to the Committee 
on Appropriations: 

"Senate Joint Memorial 4 
"To the President of the United States, the 

Congress of the United States, and the 
Delegate to Congress from Alaska: 

"Your memorialist, the Legislature of the 
Territory of Alaska, respectfully submits 
that: · 

"Whereas the national laws provide that 
each State containing a national forest is 
entitled to receive as a payment in lieu of 
taxes on such forest lands an amount equal 
to 25 percent of the proceeds from timber 
sales, such payments to be used for the sup
port of schools and roads in national forest 
areas; and 

"Whereas by special act of Congress, ap
plicable only to Alaska and no other Terri
tory or State of the United States, the pro
ceeds from timber sales in the Tongass Na
tional Forest have been impounded in the 
United States Treasury and are not avail
able for regular distribution to Alaska; and 

"Whereas the amount of money so im
pounded on October 1, 1954, totaled $1,428,-
662.96 of which the Territory was properly 
entitled to the sum of $357,165.74; and 

"Whereas the amounts received from such 
timber sales are increasing due to the de
velopment of the forests of Alaska, and the 
annual amount to which Alaska is right
fully entitled on the same basis as all other 
Territories and States would be of benefit 
to the programs for schools and roads in 
Alaska; and 

. "Whereas the amounts impounded have 
been set aside, and should be kept available, 
for the settlement · and proper determina
tion of the entitlement of natives of Alaska 
to such lands in the Tongass National Forest. 

"Now, therefore, your memorialist, the Leg
islature of the Territory of Alaska in 22d 
session assembled, respectfully urges that the 
Congress appropriate an amount equal to 25 
percent of the amount of Tongass timber 
receipts now impounded; and that, here
after, the Congress annually appropriate an 
amount equal to 25 percent of the Tongass 
timber receipts impounded in each preced
ing year. 

"And your memorialist will ever pray. 
"Passed by the senate February 2, 1955. 

"Attest: 

"JAMES NOLAN, 

"President of the Senate. 

"KATHERINE T. ALEXANDER, 
"Secretary of the Senate. 

"Passed by the house February 10, 1955. 

"Attest: 

"WENDELL p. KAY. 

"Speaker of the House. 

"JoHN T. McLAUGHLIN, 
"Chief Clerk of the House." 

A joint resolution of the Legislature of 
the Territory of Alaska; to the Committee on 
Public Works: 

"House Joint Memorial 5 
"To the President of the United States, the 

Secretary of Commerce, the Secretary of 
the Interior, the President of the Senate 
of the United States Congress, the Speak
er of the House of the United States Con
gress, the Chairman of the Senate Com
mittee on Commerce, the Chairman of 
the House Committee on Commerce, and 
~o the Delegate in Congress From Alaska: 

"Your memorialist, the Legislature of the 
Territory of Alaska, in 22d regular session 
assembled, respectfully submits that: 

"Whereas a committee headed by Gen. 
Lucius D. Clay has prepared for the President 
of the United States a Federal-State-local 
highway program that would cost a total of 
$101 billion over the next 20 to 30 years; and 

"Whereas the road program as presented 
by the Clay committee calls for a Federal 
expenditure of $24 billion in improving 
highways throughout the United States; and 

"Whereas the road needs of the Territory 
of Alaska are nowhere mentioned in the re
port or included in its recommendations for 
large Federal expenditures on highway im
provements; and 

"Whereas no area under the American flag 
stands in greater need of improved and ex
tended highways than does the Territory of 
Alaska; and • 

"Whereas General Clay is reported to have 
advised the Governor of Alaska that while 
his directive from the President on prepara
tion of his report excluded consideration of 
road needs of areas outside the 48 States and 
the District of Columbia he suggested that 
Alaska's problem be brought to the attention 
of the committees of the Congress which 
will deal with the recommendations in the 
Clay committee report; and 

"Whereas the Territory of Alaska has been 
excluded from participation under the Fed
eral Highway Act, with the result that there 
is a 35-year accumulation of road needs for 
which Federal financial assistance is appro· 
priate; and 

"Whereas the construction and improve
ment of trunk roads in Alaska is of benefit 
to the Nation from the standpoint of na
tional defense and economic development: 
Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Legislature of the Terri
tory of .Alaska, in 22d regular session assem
bled, That the national administration and 
Congress include Alaska in any special Fed
eral-State-local highway program which may 
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be evolved as a result of the recommenda~ 
tions of the Clay committee. 

"And your memorialist will ever pray. 
"Passed by the house February 4, 1955. 

"WENDELL p. KAY. 

"Speaker of the House. 
"Attest: 

"Passed by 

"JOHN T. MCLAUGHLIN, 

"Chief Clerk of the House. 
the senate, February 14, 1955. 

"Attest: 

"JAMES NOLAN, 
"President of the Senate. 

"KATHERINE T. ALExANDER, 
"Secretary of the Senate." 

By Mr. CHAVEZ: 
A join t resolution of the Legislature of 

the Etate of New Mexico; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce: 

"Senate Joint Memorial 7 
"Joint memorial memorializing the Con

gress of the United States to amend the 
Natural Gas Act 
"Whereas recent interpretation of the Fed

eral Natural Gas Act by ·the Supreme Court 
of the United States, and the recent inter
pretation of that Supreme Court decision by 
the Federal Power Commission, threaten the 
traditional and historical right of the State 
of New Mexico to regulate and control the 
production and gathering of oil and gas in 
the best interest of the people of the State 
of New Mexico and the Nation; and 

"Whereas despite 14 years of interpreta
tion to the contrary, the recent Supreme 
Court interpretation of the Natural Gas Act 
and the orders of the Federal Power Com

.mission based on that interpretation, would 
now apply control . of price and market for 
gas to independent producers; and 

"Whereas the State of New Mexico, through 
the commissioner of public lands, the com-

"That since 1945, the cost of living has 
risen almost 50 percent yet the cost of gas 
to the household consumer has risen only 
12 percent; 

"That the State of New Mexico and the 
Nation's fuel problem can better be served 
by a continuation of the long-standing in
terpretation of the Natural Gas Act where
in independent producers were excluded 
from Federal Power Commission control: 
Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved, That the 22d Legislature of the 
State of New Mexico does hereby memorial
ize the Congress of the United St ates to t ake 
such steps as are necessary to amend the 
Natural Gas Act to exclude the independent 
producers of natural gas from the control of 
the Federal Power Commission; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, That copies of this memorial be 
sent to the President of the United States, 
the President of the United States Senate, 
the Speaker of 'the House of Representatives 
of the United States, and the Members of 
Congress, and to such other officials as the 
Governor of the State of New Mexico shall 
deem advisable. 

"JOE M. MONTOYA, 
"President, Senate. 

"EDWARD G. ROMERO, 
"Chief Clerk, Senate. 

"DONALD D. HALLEM, 
"Speaker, House of Representatives. 

"FLOYD CROSS, 
"Chief Clerk, House of Representatives. 

"Approved by me this 18th day of Feb
ruary 1955. 

"JOHN F. SIMMS, 

"Governor, State of New Mexi co." 
By Mr. KERR: 

Two concurrent resolutions of the Legis
· lature of the State of Oklahoma; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry: 

missioner of public lands being the trustee "House Concurrent Resolution 505 
of State lands under the Federal Enabling "Concurrent resolution memorializing the 
Act, is the largest royalty owner of oil and congress of the United States to enact 
gas in the State; and necessary legislation giving aid to certain 

"Whereas royalties, rentals, and bonuses farmers of the State of Oklahoma 
from oil and gas on State land are the major "Whereas the control of crop production 
support of public schools and State institu- or restriction placed upon the use of farm 
tions; and lands for certain purposes by the United 

"Whereas the regulation of the independ- states Government has created depressed 
ent production of gas, and the inevitable financial conditions among thousands of 
resultant regulation of the production of oil, people who have resided upon and person
by the Federal Power Commission contem- ally operated farm lands in the State of 
plates control of the price received for these Oklahoma; and 
resources at the wellhead, thus affecting the "Whereas by reason of the conditions set 
right and the duty of the New Mexico Com- forth in the first paragraph hereof, hun
missioner of Public Lands to receive the full dred$ and thousands of farmers, who owned 
benefit of its State lands for the schools and and personally operated not to exceed 160 
institutions of the State, such royalties, rent- acres of land, have been compelled to move 
als, and bonuses commensurate with a fair to the cities and towns throughout the State 
price established by arm's length negotia- and seek employment in industries in order 
tions; and that they may support and maintain them-

"Whereas the State of New Mexico, through selves and their families and that such con
its oil conservation commission, has pio- ditions have been brought about by no fault 
neered in laws and regulations to prevent of the people of the State of Oklahoma; and 
waste of oil and gas and has spent many "Whereas the people of the State of Okla
years establishing a method of control ben- homa are entitled to immediate legislation, 
eficial to the State and the Nation, and fair having for its purpose the relief of the needy 
to those engaged in the oil and gas explora- and destitute farmers of the State of Okla
tion and production business; and homa who now own and personally operate 

"Whereas the State of New Mexico does not or who formerly owned and personally oper
recognize the independent producer of nat- ated not to exceed 160 acres of land in the 
ural gas as a public utility; and state of Oklahoma for agricultural purposes: 

"Whereas this legislature and the respon- ' Now, therefore, be it 
sible officials of the State of New Mexico "Resolved by the House of Representa-
recognize: tives of the State of Oklahoma (the Senate 

"That the tried and proven method of of the State of Oklahoma concurring 
arm's length negotiations has been benefi- therein), That the Congress of the United 
cial to the development and establishment states be and is hereby requested to enact 
of the reserves of both oil and gas; .necessary laws which will provide for the 

"That the industry under these circum- immediate relief of farmers throughout the 
stances has met rapidly the expanding de- State of Oklahoma, who own, reside upon 
mand for gas and currently supplies almost and personally operate or who may hereafter 
one-fourth of the Nation's mineral energy; own, reside upon and personally operate not 

"That the field price of gas on a heat con- to exceed 160 acres of ,land for agricultural 
tent basis is far lower in cost than any other purposes, by removing all restrictions, condi
fuel; tions. and limitations governing the number 

"That the natural gas producers' field price of acres of land which each of such farme.rs 
currently amounts to less than 10 percent may operate and the kind or amount of agri
of the residt¥ltial consumers' gas bill; cultural products which they may produce; 

that in so doing, the cities and towns of the 
State of Oklahoma will be greatly relieved 
of congested population for wP,ich there is 
insufficient housing; that the standard of 
living of such farmers will be greatly im
proved and industries, other tb,an farming, 
may then absorb the vast number of un
employed; be it further 

"Resolved, That copies of this resolution 
be forwarded to each Member of the Okla
homa delegation in Congress. 

"Adopted by the house of representatives 
the 7th day of February 1955. 

"B. E. HARKEY, 
"Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

"Adopted by the senate the 8th day of 
February 1955. 

"PINK WILLIAMS, 
"Pr esident of the Senate." 

"House Concurrent Resolution 508 
"Concurrent resolution relating to cotton . 

acreage control; memorializing the Presi
dent and the Congress of the United 
States to pass suitable legislation increas
ing present cotton acreage allotments and 
establishing a long-range cotton acreage 
program 

"To the President and the Congress of the 
United States of America: 

"Your memorialist respectfully represents: 
"Whereas the exports of cotton from the 

United States have increased from approxi
mately 3,500,000 bales in 1953, to approxi
mately 5,000,000 bales in the year 1954; and 

"Whereas domestic consumption of this 
commodity has also greatly increased during 
the past year, and as a result thereof there 
has been r -· unexpected diminishing of the 
supply of carryover cotton; and 

"Whereas this situation, in the absence of 
proJ:>er cotton-acreage allotments, may ~ead 
to unrestricted planting and possible acute 
overproduction in the year 1956. 

"Therefore, your memorialist, the 25th 
Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, prays: 

"1. That the President and Congress of-the 
United States consider legislation which will 
permit increased cotton acreages for the 
year 1955, and develop a stabilized long
range cotton-acreage program which will 
eliminate the uncertainties attendant to 
fiuctuations in acreage allotments. 

"2. That a copy hereof be sent to each 
Member of the Oklahoma delegation in Con
gress and to the Hdnorable President of the 
United States. 

"Adopted by the house of representatives 
the 1st day of February 1955. 

"B. E. HARKEY, 
"Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
"Adopted by the senate the 3d day of Feb

ruary 1955. 
"PINK WILLIAMS, 

"President of the ~enate." 

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature 
of the State of Oklahoma; to the Committee 
on Finance: 

"House Concurrent Resolution 503 
"Concurrent resolution relating to the im

porting of crude oil from foreign countries 
memorializing the President and the Con
gress of the United States to enact suitable 
legislation to curb the imports of crude oil 
from foreign countries 

"To the President and the Congress of the 
United States of America: 

••your memorialist respectfully represents: 
"That crude oil and petroleum products 

are among · Oklahoma's greatest natural re
sources; that the State of Oklahoma has 
taken every precaution to properly conserve 
its crude oil reserves by limiting production 
to conform with local demands. 

"Tha.t competition from foreign imports 
have a tendency to nullify the efforts of the 
State of Oklahoma and of other States ~o 
properly conserve their oil reserves and that 
such imports should, therefore, be controlled 
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in proportion to domestic production and 
demand. 

"That when drastic curtailment in oil pro
duction was imposed within the United 
States during the year of 1954 to the extent 
that the economy of the State of Oklahoma 
was on the verge of economic chaos, imports 
of foreign oil to the United States were be
ing increased: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the House of Representatives 
of the State of Oklahoma (the Senate con
curring therein) : 

"1. That the President and Congress of 
the United States enact legislation curtailing 
and controlling the imports of foreign crude 
oil and petroleum products to the United 
States, in such a manner that the present 
rate of imports be reduced 50 percent and in 
the future that such imports be permitted 
only in direct ratio to domestic demand and 
production of such products within the 
boundaries of the United States. 

"2. That copies hereof be transmitted to 
the Honorable President of the United States 
and to the Oklahoma delegation in Congress. 

"Adopted by the house of representatives 
the 18th day of January 1955. 

"B. E. HARKEY, 
"Speaker of the House of Represent

atives. 
"Adopted by the senate the lOth day of 

February 1955. 
"PINK WILLIAMS, 

"President of the Senate." 

RESOLUTION OF COMMON COUNCIL 
OF CITY OF RICHMOND, KY. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I 
present for reference to the Senate Fi
nance Committee, and ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD, a 
resolution adopted by the Common 
Counc~l of the City of Richmond, Ky., in 
support of an adequate tariff as a protec
tion to · a local industry, namely, the 
Richmond, Ky., plant of the Westing
house Electric Corp. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Finance and ordered to be printed in the 
REcORD, as follows: 

Resolution A-62 
Resolution adopted by the Common Council 

of the City of Richmond, Ky., in support 
of an adequate tariff as a protection to a 
local industry 
Whereas the local Westinghouse miniature 

light bulb plant, with an annual payroll in 
ex'cess of $1 million, constitutes a major ele
ment n the economy of Richmond and Madi
son County; and 

Whereas the continued operation of said 
plant, as well as other like plants, is de
pendent on the companys' ability to retain 
their markets for such products in compe
tition with such products imported from for
eign countries where very low standards of 
wages and living prevail; and 

Whereas legislation is pending in the 
Congress of the United States to reduce from 
20 percent to 15 percent the import tax or 
tariff on such products, which reduction, if it 
becomes effective, will compel all domestic 
manufacturers of such products to abandon 
all but their most centrally located and ef
ficient plants, thereby adding to the exist
ing burden of unemployment and hardship, 
in Richmond and elsewhere; and 

Whereas notwithstanding the alleged need 
to strengthen our former foes, Germany and 
Japan, as units in our farfiung first line of 
national defense, we cannot but believe an 
enlightened self interest should persuade 
the Congress that the broader the base of our 
prosperity, and the . more widespread and 
diversified our employment and manufac
turing plants, the more able we shall be to 1 

sustain our overseas lines of defense: There
fore be it 

Resolved by the Common Council of the 
City of Richmond, Ky., That we urge our 
Senators from Kentucky and our Represent
ative from this district to wage a fight in the 
Congress to retain the present 20 percent pro
tective tariff on miniature light bulbs im
ported from Japan and Germany, and that 
they resist in every proper way every effort to 
reduce such tariff to 15 percent, it being a 
matter of record that many items manufac
tured in Japan are inferior in quality and 
are sold here below their low cost of produc
tion in order to acquire United States dol
lars; and that the loss of the local Westing
house plant would deal a crippling blow to 
our community, but that such loss is in 
prospect unless protection can be given by 
our Government against the flood of inferior 
goods being imported from abroad. 

Resolved further, That ·triplicate original 
copies of this resolution be mailed to Sena
tor CLEMENTS, Senator BARKLEY, and Repre
sentative WATTS, for their consideration and 
action, and that a copy hereof be transmitted 
to the local Westinghouse plant. 

Adopted by the Common Council of the 
City of Richmond, Ky., in regular semi
monthly meeting assembled, on the 14th day 
of February 1955. 

Attest: 

JOHN P. REICHSPFARR, 
Mayor. 

W. V. JACKSON, 
City Clerk. 

RESOLUTIONS OF MINNESOTA LIVE
STOCK BREEDERS' ASSOCIATION 
Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the REcORD resolutions adopted at the 
annual meeting of the Minnesota Live
stock Breeders' Association, relating to 
incentive payments to wool growers, and 
so · forth. I wish to state that I concur 
in the resolutions. 

There being no obj~ction, the resolu
tions were ordered tb be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED AT ANNUAL MEETING BY 

MINNESOTA LIVESTOCK BREEDERS' AssociA
TION, FEBRUARY 10, 1955 
Be it resolved, That the Government be 

requested to permit assignment of incentive 
payments so that wool growers of the Middle 
West will have use of a part of this money 
when their wool is shorn rather than waiting 
until the late summer or fall of 1956. 

Be it resolved, That we, the Minnesota 
Livestock Breeders' Association, favor an in
·vestigation by our Congress of the big spread 
in prices between the dairy producer and the 
consumer. · 

Whereas we, the dairy producers, get only 
6% cents per quart for milk, and consumers 
may pay up to 24 cents per quart, we feel that 
the processor is taking out too large a share 
of profit. Great strides in improving the 
efficiency of producing milk on the farm have 
been made in the past few years. However, 
we feel distributors and processors have not 
taken full advantage of improved distribu
tion and marketing procedures, and as it now 
stands the producers and consumer are suf
fering as a result of inefficiency between the 
farm and consumer. 

Whereas we are of the opinion that if this 
processing phase of the dairy industry is 
carefully and completely investigated it will . 
definitely assist the dairy farmer. 

(A copy of this resolution be sent to our 
United States Senators from Minnesota, to 
Secretary of Agriculture Benson, and news 
releases be made for the press.) 

MINNESOTA LIVESTOCK BREEDERS' 
ASSOCIATION, 

VERLON WELCH, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 

SUGAR ACREAGE QUOTA-RESOLU
TION OF ST. PAUL (MINN.) CHAM
BER OF COMMERCE 
Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a resolution relating to the 
sugar acreage quota, adopted by the St. 
Paul Chamber of Commerce. I fully 
concur in the resolution. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SUGAR ACT AMENDMENT AND REENACTMENT 
Whereas the Sugar Act of 1948, as amend

ed, now in force, expires December 31, 1956, 
and its protective provisions apply, there
fore, to sugar refined from beets grown in 
1955 and sold in 1956, but to no subsequent 
crop; and 

Wl)ereas sugar refined from beets planted 
in the fall of 1955 and in 1956 for marketing 
in 1957, consequently, would have no pro
tection from the unbridled competition of 
world-glutted sugar markets; and 

Whereas reenactment of the present law 
with revision of its protective quota provi
sions, as well as those designed to produce 
a parity price for sugar produced in the 
United States, is therefore, imperative in the 
84th Congress; and 

Whereas during a period of either world
wide armed conflict or political upheaval in 
sugar-exporting nations, this country would 
face a perilous situation in meeting its su
gar requirements, with barely 27 percent 
supplied from within the continental 
boundaries of this country; and 

Whereas the St. Paul Chamber of Com
merce has heretofore recognized the essen
tiality of the sugar beet crop in rotation 
programs in the Red River Valley arid be
lieves the American farmers have the right 
to supply the sugar requirements of this 
country to the extent of their ability; and 

Whereas present severe quota limitations 
in the present act restrict beet acreage on 
established Minnesota farms and make it 
impossible to secure additional acreage need
ed for existing plants to process: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the St. Paul Chamber of 
Commerce· hereby urges the 84th Congress 
to enact legislation which will-

A. Reenact the major provisions of the 
1948 Sugar Act as amended on a permanent 
basis. 

B. Provide yearly sales quotas for sugar 
derived from beets or cane grown in conti
nental United States on an escalator basis, 
increasing yearly as consumptive require
ments increase. 

C. Provide for the relief of the immediate 
problems of disposing of above-quota sugar 
produc'ed in 1953 and 1954 in continental 
beet and cane areas by granting them sugar 
sales quotas in 1957 based on the percentage 
of the American market which they enjoyed 
at the time of passage of the 1948 act; be it 
further 

Resolved, That chambers of commerce in 
States concerned with sugar beet production 
be urged to give their full support to the 
proposed reenactment and amendatory leg
islation. 

Submitted by the agricultural committee 
January 19, 1955. 

Approved by the executive committee 
February 1, 1955. 

FRED E. SPERLING, 
General Secretary. 

CONDITIONS IN TEXTILE INDUS .. 
TRY-~ AND RESOLUTION 
Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I have re· 

ceived from Minnesota locals of the Tex
tile Workers Union of America a number 
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of communications which refer to a reso
lution adopted at the 16th convention of 
the CIO, which was held at Los Angeles, 
Calif., last December. The resolution 
relates to the textile industry, and sets 
forth certain recommendations with re
spect to alleviating depressed conditions 
in that industry. 

I present and ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the REcoRD one of the 
communications which is signed by the 
president and by the secretary of the 
Twin City joint board, Textile Workers 
Union of America, and the resolution 
adopted last December by the CIO. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and resolution were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

TWIN CITY JOINT BOARD, 
TEXTILE WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA, . 

Minneapolis, Minn, February 16, 1955. 
lion. EDWARD THYE, 

Senator from Minnesota, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR: Enclosed herewith, is a 

copy of a resolution which was passed at 
the national CIO convention at Los Angeles, 
Calif., December 6 to 10, 1954. 

This resolution puts forth the depressing 
plight which grips the textile industry in the 
United States and is causing great hardship 
to all people who are depending on this in
dustry for a living. 

The members of Twin City joint board, 
TWUA, most earnestly ask you to do all in 
your power to have the proper agencies of 
our Government carry out the suggestions 

· to investigate this situation, and as a result 
we feel a remedy will be worked out which 
will bring relief to the textile industry and 
cause reemployment of thousands of work
ers who are now unnecessarily unemployed. 

Yours truly, 
ARTHUR GUSTAFSON, 

President, Twin City Joint Board. 
ANNA VANUSEK, 

SecretaTy, Twin City Joint Board. 

TEXTILE INDUSTRY PROBLEMS 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED AT 16TH CONVENTION OF 

THE CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, 
LOS ANGELES, ·cALIF., DECEMBER 6-10, 1954 
The textile industry preceded the rest of 

the American economy in the descent to mass 
unemployment and suffering. Today some 
300.000 textile workers are idle, more than 
50,000 as a result of permanent mill clos
ings during the last 2 years. Several hun
dred thousand are working part time. Em
ployment IS less than in 1932. Thousands 
have exhausted unemployment-compensa
tion benefits and have been forced onto 
local relief rolls. The depression in the in
dustry has caused widespread hardship in 
textile communities throughout the country. 

'the textile industry has not moved to main
tain its position in the consumer market. 
Employers have resigned themselves to 
shrinking the industry's capacity without 
·consideration for their public responsibil
ities. Some have carried their irresponsi
bility to the point of capitalizing on tax 

·loopholes and local government subsidies to 
reap financial gain by closing their plants. 
The welfare of the workers and the com
munity has been ignored in the ruthless 

·drive of a few men to profit from the low-
tax rate applicable to gains from the sale 

·of capital asets. Others have exploited the 
· industry-hungry towns which used their 
· tax-exempt authority to float municipal 
·bonds to pay for new plants and equipment. 

Many companies were forced out of busi
ness because of their failure to reinvest the 

·excessive profit earned during previous boom 
periods. Others were unable to compete i:p. 
a buyers' market because they lacked enter
prising management. Their inability to keep 
pace with new methods, style changes and 
merchandising developments made their de
mise inevitable. 

In contrast, there are many companies 
whose efficiency and superior merchandis
ing have continued to yield profitable finan
cial returns. Corporations with strong fi
nancial backing have grown through the 
acquisition of additional plants. These 
mergers and acquisitions have resulted in an 
unprecedented concentration of control. in 
the industry. Some 50 textile giants control 
half of the industry's basic capacity. 

Rapid improvements in textile technology 
· have added to the workers' problems by re
ducing the amount of labor required per 
unit of production. Management has taken 
advantage of these developments to extend 
work assignments inordinately and has re
fused to share the gains from increasing 
productivity. Man-hour productivity has 

. risen at the annual rate of 4.5 percent since 
1946 with a total cumulative rise of 36 per
cent. Combined with a declining total pro
duction to an annual rate of 12.7 billion 
yards from a rate of 14.76 billion yards at 

· the end of 1950, these developments have 
permanently eliminated thousands of tex
tile jobs. 

Imports of textiles, including woolens and 
worsteds, cordage and twine, fine cottons, 

· silk scarves, and others, have increased 
markedly and have accentuated the prob
lems of the industry. In the woolen and 
worsted branch the impact of imports has 
been most severe because of the shrinking 
American market and the concentration of 

- foreign exporters of lightweight fabrics for 
this country. 

· The Federal Government has abdicated its 

Resolved: 
1. We call upon the Federal Government 

to take affirmative action to stem the tide 
of depression in the textile industry: 

(a) An agency should be set up by Con
gress to represent the textile industry, la
bor, and the public for the purpose of en

·forcing a basic 35-hour workweek in the 
industry at 40 hours' pay. The agency 
should be empowered in periods of distress 

-to limit machine. operations to two shifts 
per day. 

(b) A program of stockpiling needed mili
· tary fabrics should be created now so that 
production orders can be released immedi
ately. 

(c) American textiles should be used in the 
same fashion as surplus food and coal for 
the relief of needy nations overseas. In 
similar fashion, textiles should be distrib
uted to needy Americans as surplus food is 
now distributed. 

(d) Contracts should be negotiated with 
mills in distressed manpower areas to re

. employ the unemployed. 
(e) A systematic investigation should be 

undertaken of ways to broaden the use of 
wool fibers as . well as cotton. The Depart
ment of Agriculture should provide ·leader
ship in establishing a wool-fabric library to 

~ sti~ulate new design and aggressive mer-
chandising. . 

(f) . Industrial expansion programs must 
b'e. revised to locate new plants in areas 
where surplus manpower is available. 

2. We support the proposal -of the House 
-Ways and Means Committee to disallow, for 
tax purposes, the deduction of rent from 
taxable income by industrial companies 

·which lease plants built from the proceeds 
of municipal bond issues. This action would 

· be a suitable first step in eliminating State 
and local tax exemptions and other subsidies 

· to private enterprise. 
3. All profits and capital gains resulting 

_from the liquidation of mills should be taxed 
. at a special rate of 25 percent and the pro

ceeds used to finance local development pro
grams, to aid workers to · adjust themselves 
and to set up public worlts and the develop
ment of local resources and facilities. 

4. We call upon the Senate Committee on 
. Labor and Education to look into the use of 

capital-gains taxes, local subsidies, and cor
porate mergers as sti~uli to the liquidation 
of business enterprises. · 

5. The Federal Government should provide 
a research organization for studying methods 
of broadening the markets for textile fabrics. 

PROPOSED TRANSFER OF CON
CESSIONS IN YELLOWSTONE NA· 
TIONAL PARK · responsibilities in the textile field. The de

fense manpower policy which authorized. 
allocation of some Government orders to 
areas of high unemployment has been 
scuttled. The protection promised by the 
Walsh-Healey Public Contracts Act to em
ployers with decent wage scales in bidding 
for Government contracts has been wiped 
but by the Fulbright amendment which 
authorizes court action to prevent mini
mum-wage regulations from being put into 
effect. Increases in the minimum wage for 
work on public contracts, from 87 cents to 
$1 in cotton-rayon and from $1.05 to $1.20 
in woolen and worsted, have been blocked 
by such litigation. The Government has 
refused to implement a provision of the -
tariff agreement which authorizes higher · 

The plight of the industry is due to the 
failure of managements to fulfill their re
sponsibilities to their customers and work
ers. Fabric and apparel design has not kept 
pace with the changing living habits of 
American consumers. Instead of fashion
ing materials to whet the appetites of the 
new suburbanites, the bills h ·ave continued 
to produce fabrics designed for more formal 
urban living. There is a dearth of fabric 
and apparel designs suitable for this era 
of the long, casual weekend, backyard 
sports. TV-viewing and the home workshop. -
Expenditures on advertising and sales pro
motion have been woefully inadequate. Re
search is needed on the potentialities of tex- · 
tiles for new industrial applications as well 
as for expansion of old uses. 

rates to protect the woolen and worsted in
dustry from growing imports. On the other 
hand the Government maintains a duty on 
raw wool which adds to the cost of wool 
products without protecting the wool farmer. 

It also supports an artificially high price 
for cotton which results in the accumulation 
o;f a huge cotton surplus and prevents the . 
consumer from enjoying the benefits of lower 
cotton costs: Now, therefore, be it 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, . I 
have received a resolution from the 
House of Representatives of the 34th 
Legislative Assembly of the State of 
Montana, protesting the proposed sale 
of concession facilities in the Yellow
stone National Park to. the State of Wyo
ming. 

In view of the seriousness and un
soundness of the proposed transfer, I 
have forwarded the resolution of the 
Montana House of Representatives to 
the Honorable Douglas McKay, Secre
tary of the Interior, requesting that the 
interests of Montana be given every con
sideration before a decision is reached. 

To my knowledge this is the first at
tempt at delegating Federal responsi
bility in our national parks to the indi
vidual States. It has been a long-stand .. 
ing policy for concessions and facilities 
on Federal proper:ty in our national 
parks to be operated for the pleasure, 

Consumer per capita expenditures on ap
parel have not increased in proportion to 
tlle rise in total consumer spending because 
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convenience, comr'ort, and accominoda.:: 
tion of the multitude of tourists and visi~ 
tors from all parts of the Nation and the 
world. If States should be allowed to 
purchase concessions in our national 
parks, and control the same through 
agencies and commissions, it would bring 
·in the element of politics and political 
gain. The end result would be a lack of 
uniform policy throughout our national 
park system. Our national parks are set 
aside for the benefit and pleasure of all, 
-not for the benefit of one political sub
division. 

The United States has a system of na
tional parks of which it can justly be 
·proud. The execution of the proposed 
transfer of these concessions in the Yel
lowstone National Park to the State of 
-Wyoming would be detrimental to the 
·interests of the public, the Nation, and 
the State of Montana. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read· the first 

"time, and, by unanimous. consent, the 
:second time, _and referred as follows: 

By Mr. POTTER: 
S. 1202. A bill for the relief of Prem Lall 

(Peter) Sarup; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. POTTER (for himself, Mr. Mc
NAMARA, Mr. BRICKER, and Mr. BEN
DER} : 

S. 1203. A bill to authorize construction 
of certain flood-control improvements on 
Lake Erie; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

(See the remarks of Mr. PoTTER when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him
self, Mr. IVES, Mr~ PURTELL, Mr. BEN
DER, and Mr. CAsE. of· New. Jersey~: 

S. 1204. A bill to ·establish standards for 
·hours of work and overtime pay of laborers 
and mecp.anics employed on work done un
der contract for, or with the financial aid of, 
the United States, for any Territory, or for 

· the District of .Columbia, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Labor and Public 

' Welfare. 
. (See the remarks of Mr. SMITH of New Jer

sey when he introduced the above bill, 
· which appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 
S. 1205. A bill for "the relief of Vladimir 

Batenko; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
. By Mr. LEHMAN (for himself, Mr. 

GREEN, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. KEFAU• 
VER, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. LANGER, Mr. 
MAGNUSON, Mr. McNAMARA, Mr. 
MORSE, Mr. MURRAY, Mr. NEUBERGER, 
Mr. PASTORE, and Mr. CHAVEZ}: 

S. 1206. A bill to .amend and revise the 
laws relating to immigration, naturalization, 

. nationality, and citizenship, and for other 
. purposes; to the Committee on the Judi
. ciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. LEHMAN when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. CHAVEZ: 
S. 1207. A bill to provide that leave ac

crued by members of the Armed Forces while 
held as prisoners of war in Korea shall not 
be counted in determining the maximum 
amount of leave whlch they may accumulate 

, or have to their credit; to the Committee on 
: Armed Services. 

By Mr. BUTLER: 
S. 1208, A bill to amend section 315 of the 

, Communications Act of 1934 so as to pro
hibit liability from being imposed upon ·a 
licensee because of defamatory statements 

CI--132 

made iri a 'broadcast by a "political candidate 
unless such licensee participates in such 
broadcast with intent to defame; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. · 

By Mr. DIRKSEN: 
· S. 1209. A bill to amend the Internal Reve
·nue Code of 1954 to provide for a maximum 
manufacturers' excise tax on the leases of 
certain truck trailers; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By ' Mr. CLEMENTS: 
S . 1210. A bill to amend the Public Build

ings Act of 1949 so as to eliminate the 1-year 
limitation on the period of leases of space 
for Federal agencies in the District of Co
·lumbia; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. HILL: 
S. 1211. A bill to provide certain benefits 

for persons who served as contract surgeons 
or contract dental surgeons during the war 
with Spain, the Philippine Insurrection, or 
the China Relief Expedition; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. HILL (for himself and Mr. 
SPARKMAN): 

S. 1212. A bill for the relief of Dr. Lincoln 
.Roy Manson-Hing; to the Committee on the 
.Judiciary. 

By Mr. YOUNG: 
. S . 1213. A bill to provide the same basis for 
awarding pensions to widows and children 
of veterans of World War II as is now pro
vided for widows and children of veterans 
of World War I, to provide pensions for 
widows and children of veterans of World 

. Wars I and II who died in service not in line 
of duty, to increase the income limitation 
for widows and children of veterans of World 
Wars I and II, and to redefine the terms 
"widow of World War I'' and "widow of 
World War II"; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DWORSHAK: 
S. 1214. A bill for the relief of Mary Ellen 

Krueger and Alvin Konrad Krueger; to the 
. Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORSE (for himself and Mr. 
NEUBERGER) : 

S. 1215. A bill relating to the claims of 
. the Mid-Columbia River Indians against the 
. United States arising out of the construc
tion of the Dalles Dam; to the Committee 

·on Interior a·nd Insular Affairs. . 
By Mr. PASTORE (for himself and Mr. 

CAPEHART); 
S .. 1216. A bill to provide for the incorpora

. tion of the National Woman's Relief Corps, 
auxiliary to the Grand Army of the Republic, 

· organized 1883, 72 years old; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S. 1217. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

·of the Army to contract with the city of 
McCormick, S. C., for the sale of water from 
Clark Hill Reservoir; to the Committee on 
Public Works: 

:CONSTRUCTION OF CERTAIN FLOOD 
CONTROL IMPROVEMENTS ON 
LAKE ERIE 
Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, on be

half of myself, my colleague, the junior 
Senator from Michigan lMr. McNAMARA], 

' and the Senators from Ohio [Mr. BRICK
ER and Mr. BENDER], I introduce, for 
appropriate reference, a bill to authorize 
construction of certain :flood-control 
improvements on Lake Erie. 

Mr. President, this work has been rec
ommended by the Corps of Engineers 
and is needed imperatively. It is con

. sidered meritorious and deserving of 
construction. · ' 

The communities concerned have been 
: devastated over the years by :fioocis 
caused by the high lake level and strong 
northeasterly winds. 

· The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred. 
· The bill <S. 1203) to authorize con
struction of certain :flood-control im
provements on Lake Erie, introduced by 
Mr. POTTER (for himself, Mr. MCNAMARA, 
Mr. BRICKER, and Mr. BENDER), \vas re.:. 
ceived, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

_PROPOSED WORK-HOURS ACT OF 
1955 

· Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi
dent, as the ranking minority member 
of the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare, I introduce, for appropriate ref
erence, a bill designed to revise and 
codify the group of statutes known col
lectively as the 8-hour laws. The bill 
is sponsored also by the senator from 
New York [Mr. IvEsJ, the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. PuRTELL], the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. BENDER], and my col
league, the junior Senator from New 
-Jersey [Mr. CAsE]. I ask unanimous 
consent that other Senators desiring to 
sponsor this bill be permitted to add 
their names during the course of the 
day . 

This bill follows up the reference by 
President Eisenhower in his state of the 
Union address to legislation in this field 
and is a part of the current legislative 
program of the Department of Labor. 

The present 8-hour laws, which gov
ern hours of work and overtime pay 
. of laborers employed on public work by 
the Federal Government and its con
tractors and subcontractors, are a hodge
podge of conflicts, confusion, and in
equities. This bill, if enacted, would do 
three salutary things. 

First, the bill would eliminate the con
fusion and inequities of the present laws 

' and would make clear the liability of 
contractors to pay laborers time and 
rone-half for all overtime work. 

Second, although Congress has estab
lished a straight-time workweek of 40 
hours for Federal employees, for work 

·connected with interstate commerce, and 
. for work on Federal supply contracts, 
some Federal contractors not covered by 

. the above statutes are working laborers 
a 7-day, 56-hour week without paying 
overtime. This bill would assure time 
and one-half pay for overtime worked 
in excess of a 40-hour week. 

Third, at present the contract work 
covered by the 8-hour laws is work con
tracted out directly by the Government. 

-This may have been adequate in 1892 
. when the first of the existing laws was 
, enacted, but presently many non-Fed-.. 
eral agencies do the actual contracting 
for work that is financed in whole or in 

· part from Federal funds or guaranties. 
· Therefore, this bill would extend cover
age, with exceptions, to any contract for 

: "work financed in whole or in part by 
loans or grants from, or loans insured or 
guaranteed by, the United States or any 

-agency or instrumentality thereof." 
Such laws as the antikickback statutes 
already have similar application. 

Mr. President, I am hopeful that we 
may have early hearings and action on 
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this bill. Codification and moderniza
tion of the 8-hour laws are long overdue. 
I can see no partisan implications or any 
other stumbling blocks which would pre
clude expeditious consideration of this 
bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill and a short explanatory state
ment be printed at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred; and, without objection, the bill 
and explanatory statement will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 1204) to establish stand
ards for hours of work and overtime pay 
of laborers and mechanics employed on 
work done under contract for, or with 
the financial aid of, the United States, 
for any Territory, or for the District of 
Columbia, and for other purposes, intro
duced by Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for 
himself, Mr. lVES, Mr. PURTELL, Mr. 
BENDER, and Mr. CASE of New Jersey) , 
was received, read twice by its title, re
ferred to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be 
cited as the "Work Hours Act of 1955." 

TITLE I 

SEc. 101. This title may be cited as the 
''Contract Work Hours Standards Act." 

SEc. 102. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the wages of every laborer 
and mechanic employed by any contractor 
or subcontractor in his performance of work 
on any contract of the character specified in 
section 103 shall be computed on the basis of 
a standard workday of 8 hours and a stand
ard workweek of 40 hours, and work in excess 
of such standard workday or workweek shall 
be permitted subject to the provi~ions of 
this section. For each workweek in which 
any such laborer or mechanic is so employed, 
such wages shall include compensation, at a 
rate not less than 1 V:z times the basic rate 
of pay, for all hours worked in excess of 8 
hours in any calendar day or in excess of 40 
hours in the workweek, as the case may be. 

(b) The following provisions shall be a 
condition of every contract of the character 
specified in section 103 and of any obligation 
of the United States, any · Territory, or the 
District of Columbia in connection there
with: 

(1) No contractor or subcontractor con
tracting for any part of the contract work 
which may require or involve the employ
ment of laborers or mechanics shall require 
or permit any laborer or mechanic, in any 
workweek in which he is employed on such 
work, to work in excess of 8 hours in any 
calendar day or in excess of 40 hours in such 
workweek except in accordance with the 
provisions of this act. 

(2) In the event of violation of the pro
visions of paragraph ( 1) , the contractor and 
any subcontractor responsible therefor shall 
be liable to each affected employee for his 
unpaid wages and shall, in addition, be liable 
to the United States (or, in the case of work 
done under contract for the District of Co· 
lumbia or a Territo1·y, to such District or to 
such Territory) for liquidated damages as 
provided herein. Such liquidated damages 
shall be computed, with respect to each in
dividual employed as a laborer or mechanic 
in violation of this act, in the sum of $5 
for each calendar day on which such indi
vidual was required or permitted to work 
in excess of 8 hours or in excess of the 
standard workweek of 40 hours without pay
ment of the overtime wages required by this 
act. The governmental agency for which 

the contract work is done or by which finan
cial assistance for the work is provided may 
withhold or cause to be withheld, subject to 
the provisions of section 104, from any 
moneys payable on account of work per
formed by a contractor or subcontractor, 
such sums as may administratively be deter
mined to be necessary to satisfy any liabili
ties of such contractor or subcontractor for 
unpaid wages and liquidated damages as 
herein provided. 

SEC. 103. (a) The provisions of this act 
shall apply, except as otherwise provided, to 
any contract which may require or involve 
the employment of laborers or mechanics 
upon a public work of the United States, or 
any Territory, or of the District of Colum
b ia, and to any other contract which may 
require or involve the employment of labor
ers or mechanics if such contract is one 
(1) to which the United States or any agency 
or instrumentality thereof, any Territory, or 
the District of Columbia is a party, or (2) 
which is made for or on behalf of the United 
States, any agency or instrumentality there
of, any Territory, or the District of Columbia, 
or (3) which is a contract for work financed 
in whole or in part by loans or grants from, 
or loans insured or guaranteed by, the United 
States or any agency or instrumentality 
thereof. Except as otherwise expressly pro
vided, the provisions of this act shall apply to 
all laborers and mechanics, including watch
men and guards, employed by any contractor 
or subcontractor in the performance of any 
part of the work contemplated by any such 
contract, and for purposes of this act labor
ers _and mechanics shall include workmen, 
other than _seamen, performing services in 
connection with dredging or rock excavation 
in any river or harbor of the United States 
or of any Territory or of the District of 
Columbia. 

(b) This act shall not apply to contracts 
for transportation by land ,. air, or water, or 
for the transmission of intelligence, or for 
the purchase of supplies or materials or 
articles ordinarily available in the open mar
ket. This act shall not apply with respect 
to any work required to be done in accord
ance with the provisions of the Walsh
Healey Public Contracts Act ( 49 Stat. 2036, 
40 U. S. C. sec. 35-45). 

(c) The provisions of this act shall not 
apply with respect to any laborer or me
chanic in any workweek in which his services 
in performance of work under a contract or 
contracts subject to this act are performed 
entirely in a work place within a foreign 
country or within· United States territory 
other than the following: A State of the 
United States; the District of Columbia; 
Alaska; Hawaii; Puerto Rico; the Virgin 
Islands; and outer Continental Shelf lands 
described in Public Law 212, 83d Congress, 
67 Stat. 462. 

Sec. 104. (a) Any officer or person desig· 
nated as inspector of the work to be per
formed under any contract of the character 
specified in section 103, or to aid in the en
forcement or fulfillment thereof shall, upon 
observation or investigation, forthwith re
port to the proper officer of the United 
States, of any Territory or possession, or of 
the District of Columbia, all violations of 
the provisions of this act occurring in the 
performance of such work, together with the 
name of each laborer or mechanic who was 
required or permitted to work in violation of 
such provisions and the day or days of such 
violation. The amount of unpaid wages and 
liquidated damages owing under the pro
visions of this act shall be administratively 
determined and the officer or person whose 
duty it is to approve the payment of moneys 
by the United States, the Territory, or the 
District of Columbia in connection with the 
performance of the contract work shall direct 
the amount of such liquidated damages to be 
withheld for the use and benefit of the 
United States, said Territory, or said Dis· 

trict, and shall direct the amount of such 
unpaid wages to be withheld for the use and 
benefit of the laborers and mechanics who 
were not compensated as required under the 
provisions of this act. The Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States is hereby author
ized and directed to pay directly to such 
laborers and mechanics, from the sums with
held on account of underpayments of wages, 
the respective amounts administratively de
termined to be due, if the funds withheld are 
adequate, and if not, an equitable propor
tion of such amounts. 

(b) Any contractor or subcontractor ag
grieved by the withholding of a sum as liqui· 
dated damages as provided in this act shall 
have the right within 6 months thereafter to 
appeal to the head of the agency of the 
United States or of the Territory for which 
the contract work is done or by which finan
cial assistance for the work is provided, or to 
the Commissioners of the District of Colum
bia in the case of liquidated damages with
held for the use and benefit of said District. 
Such agency head or Commissioners, as the 
case may be, shall have authority to review 
the administrative determination of liqui
dated damages and if it is found that the 
sum determined is incorrect or that the 
contractor or subcontractor violated the 
provisions of this act inadvertently not
withstanding the exercise of due care on 
his part and that of his agents, recom
mendation may be made to the Secretary 
of Labor that an appropriate adjustment in 
liquidated damages be made, or that the con
tractor or subcontractor be relieved of lia
bility for such liquidated damages. The Sec
retary of Labor shall review all pertinent 
facts in the matter and may conduct such 

.investigations as he deems necessary, so as 
to affirm or reject the recommendation. The 
decision of the Secretary of Labor shall be 
final. In all such cases in which a contractor 
or subcontractor may be aggrieved by a final 
order for the withholding of liquidated dam
ages as hereinbefore provided, such contrac
tor or subcontractor may, within 6 months 
after such final order, file a claim in the 
Court of Claims. 

(c) Reorganization Plan No. 14 of 1950 
( 15 F. R. 3175, 64 Stat. 1267) shall be appli
cable with respect to the provisions of this 
tiHe, and section 2 of the act of June 13, 
1934, as amended ( 48 Stat. 948; 54 Stat. 1236; 
63 Stat. 108; 40 U. S. C., sec. 276c), shall be 
applicable with respect to those contractors 
'and subcontractors referred to therein who 
are engaged in the performance of contracts 
subject to the provisions of this act. 

Sec. 105. The Secretary of Labor may pro
Vide such reasonable limitations and may 
make such rules and regulations allowing 
reasonable variations, tolerances, and exemp
tions to and from any or all provisions of 
this title as he may find necessary and proper 
in the public interest to prevent injustice or 
undue hardship or to avoid serious impair
ment of the conduct of Government business. 

SEc. 106. Any contractor or subcontractor 
whose duty it shall be to employ, direct, or 
control any laborer or mechanic employed in 
the performance of any work contemplated 
by any contract to which this title applies, 
who shall intentionally violate any provision 
of this title, shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor, and for each and every such 
offense shall, upon conviction, be punished 
by a fine of not to exceed $1,000 or by im
prisonment for not more than 6 months, or 
by both such fin.e and imprisonment, in the 
discretion of the court having jurisdiction 
thereof. 

TITLE n 
SEC. 201. The proviso of section 23 of the 

act of March 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 509, 522), as 
amended, is hereby amended to read as fol
lows: · Provided, That the regular hours of 
labor are hereby established at not more 
than 8 per day or 40 per week, but work 
in excess of such hours shall be permitted 
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when administratively determined to be in 
the public interest: Provided further, That 
overtime work in excess of 8 hours per day 
or in excess of 40 hours per week shall be 
compensated for at not less than time and 
one-half the basic rate of compensation, 
except that employees subject to this section 
who are regularly required to remain at or 
within the confines of their post of duty in 
excess of 8 hours per day in a standby or 
on-call status shall be paid overtime rates 
only for hours of duty, exclusive of eating 
and sleeping time, in excess of 40 per week." 

SEc. 202. (a) Section 1499 of title 23, 
United States Code, is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

"1499. Liquidated damages withheld from 
contractors under Contract Work Hours 
Standards Act. 

"The Court of Claims shall have jurisdic
tion to render judgment upon any claim for 
liquidated damages withheld from a con
tractor or subcontractor under section 104 
of the Contract Work Hours Standards Act." 

(b) The Court of Claims shall continue 
to have jurisdiction to render judgment 
upon any claim for a penalty withheld from 
a contractor or subcontractor under section 
324 of title 40, United States Code, in con
nection with any contract subject to said 
section entered into prior to the effective 
date of this act. 

SEc. 203. The following statutes are hereby 
repealed: . Sections 1 and 2 of the act of 
August 1, 1892 (27 Stat. 340), as amended 
by the act of March 3, 1913 (37 Stat. 726); 
the act of June 19, 1912 (37 Stat. 137), as 
amended by the act of June 25, 1948 (62 Stat. 
989); that portion of the Naval Serv).ce Ap
propriation Act, 1918 (act of March 4, 1917, 
39 Stat. 1192) which is codified as section 
326 of title 40 of the United States Code 
(1952 ed.); and section 303 of the Second 
Supplemental Defense Appropriations Act, 
1941 (54 Stat. 884, 40 U. S. C., sec. 325a); 
Provided, That the foregoing statutes shall 
remain in full force and effect with respect 
to contracts subject thereto entered into 
prior to the effective date of this act. 

SEc. 204. This act shall take effect 60 days 
after its enactment. 

The explanatory statement, preEented 
by Mr. SMITH of New Jer~ey is as fol
lows: 
STATEMENT IN ExPLANATION OF 8-HOUR LAWS 

This bill meets the great need in the field 
of labor standards legislation for a single 
general hours act to revise and replace the 
group of complicated and overlapping stat
utes, dating back to 1892, which are known 
as the 8-hour laws. The President, in his 
state of the Union address on January 6, 
stated that the administration would pro
pose legislation regarding these laws, which 
relate to hours of worl~ and overtime pay 
on Federal public work. The proposals em
bodied in this bill are a part of the legisla
tive program of the Department of Labor and 
the Bureau of the Budget has advised that 
'their enactment would be in accord with 
the program of the President. 

The bill would improve the present 8-hour 
laws in three major respects: ( 1) By replac
ing the uncoordinated and confusing series 
of laws enacted at different times with a 
single statute simplifying and clarifying the 
present provisions; (2) by modernizing its 
hours standards through inclusion of a pro
vision for a standard worl~week of 40 hours 
with not less than time and one-half pay 
for overtime work; and (3) by making the 
laws' standards applicable not only to di
rect Government contracts but also con
·tracts for work financed in whole or in part 
with the aid of Federal funds or guaranties. 

SIMPLIFYING AND CLARIFYING THE EXISTING LAW 

The present 8-hour laws, which govern 
hours of work and overtime pay of laborers 

and mechanics employed on public work by 
the Federal Government and its contractors 
and subcontractors, were enacted at different 
times between 1892 and 1940. The 1892 
statute replaced a statute dating back to the 
Civil War period. Certain provisions of 
these laws make it a crime for Government 
officials or Government contractors and their 
subcontractors to employ laborers or me
chanics more than 8 hours a day. Others, 
which apply only to contractors and sub
contractors, provide a separate and addi
tional contract penalty of $5 for each day's 
violation with respect to each worker per
mitted to work more than 8 hours. Many 
workers are covered by both provisions but 
there are others who are subject to the 
criminal statute only and still others to the 
statute provlding the $5 penalty. This bill 
·would consolidate the existing laws into a 
single statute with simplified provisions 
which apply in the same way to all con
tractors and subcontractors performing work 
coming within its terms. 

The bill would also eliminate the confusion 
and inequities which result from a number 
of conflicting and ambiguous exception pro
visions contained in the present laws. Some 
of the exceptions taking particular work out 
of the laws' coverage are cancelled out by 
exceptions to the exceptions which put it 
back in again. And although the language 
of these laws prohibiting more than 8 hours' 
worlt in a calendar day has not been changed, 
there is still another independent statute 
that has the effect of relieving most con
tractors and subcontractors from this pro
hibition if they pay time and one-half over
time compensation for all work over 8 hours 
a day. The courts and the Comptroller Gen
eral are in disagreement as to whether the 
present language of this law also gives the 
employees who work overtime the right to 
collect the time and one-half compensation 
if the employer fails to pay it. This bill 
wolild set hours standards for work at 
straight-time pay and make clear the liabil
ity of the contractor to pay his laborers and 
mechanics time and one-half for all overtime 
work. 

FORTY-HOUR WEEK PROVISION 

In addition to a need for revising the 
language for the 8-hour laws to eliminate 
complicated and overlapping provisions, the 
present overtime provisions need amend
ment. Congress has established a straight
;time workweek· of 40 hours for Federal em
ployment, for :work connected with inter
state commerce under the wage and hour 
law, and for work on Federal supply con
tracts under the Walsh-Healey Act. Many 
responsible contractors who perform Gov
ernment contract work covered by the 8-hour 
Jaws have adopted this 40-hour standard. 
However, there are other contractors per
forming Federal work with laborers and me
chanics working 56 hours a week without re
ceiving overtime compensation. The bill 
would modernize the hours standards of the 
8-hour laws by adding a provision to assure 
time and one-half pay for overtime worked 
in excess of a 40-hour week. 

CHANGES IN COVERAGE 

The third needed improvement in the 
8-hour laws is an extension of their scope 
to include work financed in whole or in part 
by the Federal Government. The contract 
work covered by these laws is work con
tracted out directly by the Government. 
When these laws were developed, this cover
age made the hours standards applicable to 
substantially all the work for which Federal 
funds were expended. This situation no 
longer exists. Many non-Federal agencies 
now do the actual contracting for work that 
is financed in whole or in part under Federal 
programs with the aid of Federal funds or 
guarantees. The coverage of a revised hours 
law should extend to this federally aided 
work, which Congress has already made sub-

ject to other Federal labor standards under 
laws such as the antikickback statutes and 
the many laws providing for payment of pre
determined wages on federally financed con
struction. The bill provides that its hours 
standards will apply on all contracts for such 
work. 

Since the labor standards provided in the 
bill would be applicable only to contractors 
and subcontractors, its enactment would ter
minate the application of the 1892 statute 
to employees of the Federal Government and 
the District of Columbia, as was proposed in 
S. 1926, 83d Congress, 1st session, a bill ap
proved by the Bureau of the Budget. For 
this reason a necessary amendment to exist
ing legislation relating to Federal employees 
is included in section 201 of the bill, which 
follows the language used in this earlier bill. 

COORDINATION OF ENFORCEMENT BY FEDERAL 

AGENCIES 

Inasmuch as the proposed legislation 
would take the place of labor standards laws 
with respect to which the Secretary of Labor 
is given coordinating authority under Reor
ganization Plan No. 14 of 1950, a provision 
continuing this authority is included in the 
bill, as is also a provision affirming the appli
cability in accordance with its terms of sec
tion 2 of the Copeland Act, as· amended, giv
ing the Secretary of Labor certain authority 
to issue regulations for contractors and sub
contractors on work of the character covered 
by the bill. 

PROPOSED IMMIGRATION AND 
CITIZENSHIP ACT OF 1955 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, on be· 
half of myself, and the senior Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN], the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM
PHREY], tpe Senator from Tennessee 
·[Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from Mas· 
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER], the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAV.EZJ, 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. MAG
NusoN], the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
McNAMARA], the senior Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MoRsE], the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. MURRAY], the junior Sen· 
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE], 
and the junior Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. NEUBERGER], I introduce for appro· 
priate reference an omnibus immigration 
and naturalization bill to replace the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, or so
called McCarran-Walter Act. The bill 
has for its title "The Immigration and 
Citizenship Act of 1955," and a similar 
bill is being introduced simultaneously in 
the House of Representatives. 

I ask unanimous consent that a press 
release, issued in connection with the 
introduction of the bill, together with a 
comprehensive explanation and sum
mary, be printed at this point in the 
REcORD as a part of my remarks. 
. . The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred; and, without objection, the 
press release, explanatory statement, and 
summary will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 1206) to amend and revise 
the laws relating to immigration, nat
uralization, nationality, and citizenship, 
and for other purposes, introduced by 
Mr. LEHMAN (for himself and other Sen
ators), was received; read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 
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The press release; explanatory state

ment, and summary presented by Mr. 
LEHMAN are as follows: 

PRESS RELEASE 
Thirteen Members of the Senate and 8 

Members of the House today simultaneously 
introduced a comprehensive immigration and 
citizenship bill completely revising and re
placing the Mccarran-Walter Act. 

In an accompanying statement the spon
sors, headed by Senator HERBERT H . LEHMAN 
in the Senate and Representative EMANUEL 
CELLER· in the House, called on the admin
istration and on the leadership of both 
Houses, to redeem the campaign pledges and 
reiterated commitments of both major par
ties by facilitating prompt consideration of 
proposals to overhaul and replace the exist
ing "discriminatory, oppressive, and ruthless 
immigration and citizenship laws now on our 
statute books.n 

The sponsors called for early and intensive 
hearings on their new bill and on other pro
posals to revise and amend the McCarran
Walter Act, which was enacted in 1952. 

"In the present state of world affairs," the 
joint statement issued from the office of Sen
ator LEHMAN said, "we dare no longer tolerate 
on our statute books the present shameful 
law which is losing us friends abroad daily, 
holding us up to contempt in the eyes of 
free mankind, and working havoc among our 
own people. 

"It is intolerable that we should continue 
to maintain our own Iron Curtain, against 
visitors and alien immigrants alike, while 
criticizing the Iron Curtain abroad. And the 
daily examples of senseless cruelty and injus
tice against aliens already resident here, or 
recently arrived here, makes our advoc~cy 
of justice abroad seem like hollow sham and 
pretense. 

"All decent-minded Americans, if they 
knew the facts about present law, would join 
in demanding that Con'gress promptly re
move the many booby traps for citizens, for 
resident and immigrant aliens, and for vis
itors, now secreted in the McCarran-Walter 
Act. The law is a mess which must be 
cleaned up without delay." 

The new Lehman-Celler proposal which, 
with some technical improvements, is basi
cally the same as .the Lehman-Cellar bill 
introduced in the 83d Congress, would 
achieve the following: 

1. Eliminate the national origins quota 
system with its built-in discriminations 
based on place of birth; 

2. Eliminate statutory discriminations and 
distinctions between native-born and nat
uralized American citizens; 

3. Eliminate present insubstantial grounds 
for revocation and denial of citizenship; 

4. Eliminate fractious and arbitrary 
grounds for denial of admission to the United 
States; 

5. Make a clear distinction in requirements 
for entry between (a) aliens seeking perma
nent residence here, and (b) alien visitors 
coming here for scholarly or scientific pur
poses, for pleasure, or for business; 

6. Eliminate special immigration barriers 
against orientals and Negroes; 

7. Establish an annual immigration ceiling 
of approximately 250,000 per year, but permit 
immigration up to that limit; 

8. Require all ordinary immigration from 
the Western Hemisphere to be· included 
within the annual quota limits; 

9. Establish a unified quota system, based 
on national need, individual aptitude, and 
the requirements of our foreign policy; 

10. Establish statutory review and appeals 
procedures in all cases of deportation and 
exclusion, and for denials of visas. 

EXPLANATORY STATEMENT 
We are today introducing an omnibus 

immigration and citizenship bill to overhaul, 

revise and replace the discriminatory, op
pressive, and inhospitable immigration and 
citizenship laws now on our statute books. 

Our bill is a recodification of the McCar
ran-Walter Act, preserving the technical ad
vances it made over. preexisting law, but 
modifying and humanizing the spirit and 
letter both of preexisting law and of the 
McCarran-Walter Act in conformity with the 
repeated pledges and commitments which 
have been made by both major parties and 
by the President of the United States in 
official communications and messages to the 
Congress. 

Our bill conforms to the recommendations 
of scores of religious and nonsectarian or
ganizations of all shades and complexions 
interested in immigration and citizensh'ip, 
and dedicated to the free exchange of ideas 
and persons, within the limits of reasonable 
security safeguards and orderly immigration 
procedures. 

Our bill carries out the recommendations 
of the nonpartisan Presidential Commission 
on Immigration and Citizenship, which made 
its report in January 1953. 

We call on President Eisenhower, and on 
the leadership of both parties in both Houses, 
to help insure prompt, early and intensive 
hearings on our bill and on other pending 
proposals to amend the McCarran-Walter Act. 

In the present state of world affairs we 
dare no longer tolerate on o1,1r statute books 
the present shameful law which . is losing 
us friends abroad daily, holding us up to 
contempt in the eyes of free mankind, and 
working havoc among our own people. 

It is intolerable that we should continue 
to maintain our own Iron Curtain-against 
visitors and alien immigrants alike-while 
criticizing the Iron Curtain abroad. · And 
the daily examples of senseless cruelty and 
injustice against aliens already resident here, 
or recently arrived here, makes our advocacy 
of justice abroad seem like hollow sham and 
pretense. 
. Our bill provides full and comprehensive 
security against the admission of subversive 
and undesirable aliens into the United 
States. Indeed, our bill tightens existing 
loopholes which now permit millions-yes, 
millions-of unscreened aliens to fiood across 
our northern and southern land borders, and 
prevents orderly apprehension and preven
tion of such illegal immigration, with its 
dangerous components of subversive, dis
eased, and criminal elements. 

Our bill would remove the intolerable bar
riers which now keep renowned scientists, 
scholars, and men of letters from coming 
to our shores as visitors; and also business
men and tourists. Our bill would remove 
this particular stigma of shame from our 
statute books. 

Our bill would eliminate racism and na
tional discrimination from our immigration 
laws. 

Our bill would eradicate the status of 
second-class American citizenship which now 
is fastened on millions of naturalized 
Americans. 

American citizenship, which was once in
alienable, both for the native-born and for 
those who acquire eitizenship by naturaliza
tion, has become, in the McCarran-Walter 
Act, a temporary license-subject to revoca
tion on a score of grounds--many of them 
unsubstantial and even capricious. 

Our bill would limit immigration, but 
would not stifle it. Our bill would permit 
immigration to be used, as it should be, 
as one of the tools and expressions of our 
foreign policy-meeting our national need 
at home, and the particular need of aliens 
abroad. 

Our bill would help restore America to 
the role it has traditionally occupied-as 
the hope of the oppressed and the perse
cuted everywhere, an asylum for the brave, 
the venturesome and the freedom-seeking 
abroad-within the limits of our conserva
tive capacity for assimilation. 

Our bill recognizes that a limited amount. 
of immigration, carried out in an orderly 
way, with due regard for selection, resettle
ment, and integration, is of benefit to 
America, not a danger to America. 

All decent-minded Americans, if they knew 
the facts about present law, would join in 
demanding that Congress promptly remove 
the many booby traps for citizens, for resi
dent and immigrant aliens, and for visitors, 
now secreted in the McCarran-Walter Act. 
The law is a mess which must be cleaned 
up without delay. 

DETAILED SUMMARY 
A. NEW ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY; APPEALS AND 

REVIEW PROCEDURES 
(Titles I and III, sees. 103 through 111, 304) 

Our present immigration and naturaliza
tion laws are administered by the Immigr-a
tion and Naturalization Serv-ice in the De
partment of Justice, and by the consular 
service in the Department of State. Ob
viously, the administration of the immigra
tion laws is remote from the major concerns 
of the Attorney General and of the Secre
tary of State. In fact, the Secretary of State 
has but nominal control over the immigra
tion functions of the consular service. 

This two-headed system is, in itself, the 
end product of a long series of transfers, 
consolidations, and separations which have 
accomplished little except to confirm the 
relative immunity of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service and of the consular 
service to cabinet-level direction. Both 
services have tended to become imbued, 
through the years, with an anti-alien spirit. 
The predominant attitude is one of sus
picion of the alien rather than of service to 
the immigrant. 

For this, and other reasons to b'e cited, 
the proposed act terminates the major re
sponsibility of the Department of Justice 
and the Attorney General and of the Sec
retary of State for immigration and natu
ralization, and vests this responsibility in a 
single n~w and independent agency, called 
the Immigration and Naturalization Com
mission (sec. 103). 

Another outstanding defect of present 
law is the absence of adequate statutory ap
peals and review procedure. Under the 
McCarran-Walter Act, the alien overseas 
seeking admission to the United States has 
no assurance of uniform justice • • · • no 
right of appeal from the decision of a con
sular officer. The alien who has landed in 
the United States has only limited rights of 
appeal and review and these rights are far 
from being either adequate or uniform. 

In addition to eliminating the duplica
tion between the Department of State and 
the Justice Department, the proposed act 
provides an orderly system of fair procedure 
and adequate review, by an independent 
quasi-judicial tribunal, of all administrae 
tive actions and decisions (sees. 107-111). 

The desirability of the consolidation of all 
immigration and allied functions in one 
agency was recognized by the Hoover Com
mission,. That body recommended outright 
transfer of the v~sa-issuing function from 
the State Department to the Justice Departe 

·ment. 
Upon close study, however, it becomes clear 

that neither the State Department nor the 
Justice Department is equipped to discharge 
the full responsibility for this complex and 
highly sensitive operation. The business of 
the State Department is foreign affairs. 
That of Justice is legal counseling and the 
conduct of criminal and civil litigation. 
The best solution is the establishment of a 
separate independent agency concerned 
solely with immigration and naturalization, 

The new Commission set up in the pro
posed act is a bipartisan body of three meme 
bers appointed by the President, subject to 
confirmat~on by the Senate (sec. 103). Tene 
ure is at the pleasure of the President. Proe 
vision is made for an administrator and a 
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general counsel, both to be appointed by the 
Commission (sec. 104): 

Under the McGarran Act a person see.king 
admission to the United States, whether as 
an immigrant or a visitor, applies to a State 
Department official, namely, a consul, for a 
visa. The consul's decision as to admissibil
i t y is final and unreviewable. At the port 
of entry, an official of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service of the Department of 
Justice independently redetermines the 
alien's admissibility. This duplication is ex
pensive to the Government and needlessly 
burdensome to the applicant. It precludes, 
moreover, uniform and reasonably predict
able application of the law. 

Under the .proposed act, the functions of 
the Commission would include: the admis
sion of aliens into the United States; the 
prevention of illegal entry; the deportation 
of aliens; the adjustment of status of aliens; 
t:1e investigation of citizenship applicants 
prior to the presentation of the applications 
to the naturalization courts; and the insti
tution of appropriate proceedings in various 
citizenship matters including denaturaliza
tion for fraud (sec. lUi). Authority over the 
issuance of visas to diplomats and to U. N. 
officials would be retained in the State 
Department. 

The proposed act empowers the Commis
sion to establish its own field offices in for
eign countries, after consultation with the 
Secretary of State, to take over the job of 
issuing visas to immigrants, visitors, and 
others desiring to go to the United States. 
But the Commission is authorized to delegate 
the visa-issuing authority to consular officers 
in areas where visa-issuing is not a full
time function. In such cases, the consular 
officer would work under the direction of the 
Immigration Commission, insofar as his im
migration duties were concerned. 

Under present law, administrative re
'\;iew in deportation and exclusion cases is 
not assured by statute; it exists at the pleas
ure of the Attorney General in the form of a 
Board of Immigration Appeals set up by 
executive order of the Attorney General. 
Nor is the Attorney General bound by the 
decisions of his Board. Under the proposed 
act, adjudicative functions within the Com
mission framework would be performed by 
hearing officers and finally by a Board of 
Immigration and Visa Appeals (sec. 108). 
The Board's independence is assured by a 
statutory grant of jurisdiction and by provi-

-sian for fixed terms for Board members who 
would be appointed by the President, con
firmed by the Senate, and who would be re
movable only for cause (sec. 107). This 
Board is empowered to hear appeals and to 
review the decisions of Commission officers, 
including decisions on the denial of visa 
applications. 

The membership of the Board is set at nine. 
The Board maJ act through panels of three 
or more members. (The present Board has 

- a backlog of over 12,000 cases.) The Board 
is empowered to sit, in panels, in any part 
of the country or abroad. 

As is generally true of other independent 
agencies, the Commission, under the pro
posed act, would be governed by the Admin
istrative Procedure Act (sec. 109). This 
assures a separation of prosecuting and ad
judicative functions, and fair and open hear
ings. At ,the same time, the proposed act 
is sensitive to the needs of national security. 
Thus, in the case of the-exclusion of an alien, 
evidence need not be revealed which the 
Attorney General certifies would seriously 
impair the security of the United States or 
a source of confidential information (sec. 
304). 

The provisions of the proposed act with 
respect to hearings are designed to afford 
fair treatment under clear and uniform 
procedures. The present law is subject to 
the objection that it contains complex pro
visions for different types of hearings in 
various situations affecting aliens. The pro-

posed act provides uniform hearings on ade
quate notice. The proposed act requires 
that an alien be informed of his right to be 
represented by counsel. Hearings under the 
proposed act would be open and public, un
less it is determined by the examiner or the 
Board that national security requires a 
closed hearing (sec. 108). 

The proposed act would require that all 
decisions be based upon a record, be in writ
ing, and state the reasons therefor. 

Under the McCarran Act the alien may suf
fer lengthy confinement during any pro
ceedings questioning his right to enter or 
remain in this country. The proposed act 
guarantees the privilege of reasonable bail. 
It would permit the denial of bail in cases 
involving the national health or security, or 
in the cases of aliens ordered deported but 
who have not left the country. ~ 

The Commission would have the power to 
impose reasonable conditions upon an alien 
released from custody, designed to assure his 
availability and to protect the public inter
est (sec. 111). 

Board decisions, except in the case of visa 
denials, would be subject to limited review at 
the court of appeals level (sec. 110). This 
would be a significant change; the decisions 
of the present Board are, in legal effect, no 
more than recommendations to the Attorney 
General. The only recourse from a decision 
of the Attorney General is the writ of habeas 
corpus which is available only in a limited 
number of cases. 

The proposed act gives the Commission 
authority to prescribe by rules and regula
tions many of the administrative details for 
the enforcement of the various provisions 
relating to immigration, exclusion, deporta
tion, and naturalization. - The Commission 
is given investigatory powers, and is required 
to report at least annually to the President 
and to Congress. 
B. THE UNIFIED QUOTA SYSTEM-A SUBSTITUTE 

FOR THE NATIONAL ORIGINS SYSTEM 

(Titles I and II, sees. 102 (a) (32), 102 (a) · 
(19) (A), 201-204) 

The proposed act abolishes the long-crit
icized and discredited national origins quota 
system of selecting immigrants. 

This system has been described by religious 
leaders as an affront to-the conscience of the 
American people. As pointed out in the re
port of the President's Commission on Immi
gration and Naturalization, "the test it ap
plied was not the individual worth of the 
immigrant, but rather· the presumed superi
ority of people from certain areas of the 
world. Place of birth, not individual capac
ity or cultural background, was the test." 

The national origins quota system has 
failed. It contemplated that 81.6 percent of 
quota immigration would come from north
ern and western Europe, and that 16 per
cent would come from southern and eastern 
Europe. Actually only 55.8 percent has come 
from northern and western Europe and 42.4 
percent from southern and eastern Europe. 
One reason for this is that the countries of 
northern and western Europe have not 
wanted and have not used the immigration 
quotas assigned to them. Since the time the 
national origins quota system went ·into 
effect, only 44 percent of the total quotas 
available have been used: and 56 percent 
have remained unused, despite the existence 
in some countries of ·long waiting lists of 
applicants, some of whom have been waiting 
for 10 or 15 years for a quota number. 

The total number of quota visas available 
under existing law is approximately 154,200 
annually, derived from a formula of one
sixth of 1 percent of our 1920 population 
(excluding Negroes and Indians). 

The proposed act, in establishing the new 
unified quota system (title II), uses the 
same basic percentage formula as in present 
law, except that the percentage of one-sixth 
of 1 percent is applied to the last decennial 

census (1950) and includes all our inhabi
tants. Calculation on this basis results in a 
total immigration quota of approximately 
251,100 annually. This means an annual in
crease of approximately 97,000 in the total 
quota. 

The number 251,000 based on one-sixth of 
1 percent of our 1950 population, was not 
haphazardly arrived at. It represents the 
consensus of the most outstanding experts 
in regard to the number of immigrants who 
can be easily absorbed into our population 
and into the labor force. The American Fed
eration of Labor and the CIO have supported 
this estimate. And it is, of course, based on 
the same percentage now written into the 
McCarran act, except that the one-sixth per
cent is applied to our present population in~ 
stead of to our population in 1920. The use 
of the 1920 population figure has no basis in 
logic or reason. 

The McCarran act took a few halting steps 
toward the abolition of racial barriers in our 
immigration laws, but at the same time 
erected new barriers. The McCarran act 
created the so-called Asiatic-Pacific triangle, 
openly discriminating against so-called ori
entals. The McCarran act established small 
maximum quotas for colonial areas, such 
as Jamaica, thus discriminating against 
Negroes. 

The proposed act makes no radical de
partures from the traditional pattern of 
immigration flow to the United States, but 
sets up a completely nondiscriminatory 
framework, flexible enough to meet the 
changing needs of American policy require
ments. 

The unified quota system is, in fact, chiefly 
characterized by its :flexibility. It is built 
around the seven following principles: 

(a) The establishment of a series of pref
erence groups whose detailed allocation to 
areas, nations, and classes of individuals, al
though made by the Commission, and sub
ject to the approval of the President, is 
guided by a definition, written into the law, 
of four objectives sought to be served by 
immigration: 

1. To provide for the reuniting of families, 
and the admission into the United States of 
close relatives of United States citizens and 
of alien residents of the United States. 

2. To provide for the admission of persons 
of outstanding technical and professional 
skills whose services are urgently needed in 
the United States. 

3. To provide for the admission of aliens 
whose coming will serve American foreign 
policy requirements of the United States by 
helping to solve economic and other prob
lems of friendly nations. 

4. To provide for granting haven and asyl
um in the United States for victiins of racial, 
religious, and political persecution. 

(b) The reservation of a portion of the 
total quota for new and self-initiated immi
gration, for persons without special ties to 
the United States, on a :first-come-first-served 
basis for those otherwise qualified. 

(c) The assurance of a minimum quota to 
all nations and areas. 

(d) The assurance that no one nation will 
get a preponderant share of the total quota. 

(e) The abolition of barriers to immigra
tion based on race or national origin. 

(f) The use of the concept of citizenship 
and residence as a fundamental qualifica
tion, rather than national origin in c~ses 
where it is found necessary to allocate visas 
by nations. 

(g) The selection of individuals on the 
basis of personal qualification and need 
rather than national origin. 

Based on these 7 principles the unified 
quota system provides for the division of 
the total quota into 5 components. Four of 
these are preference groups; one is a non
preference group, the so-called newcomer 
group. 
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The four preference groups, and the per

centage range of the portion of the total of 
the quota allocated to each are: 

1. Family unification: Not less than 25 
percent nor more than 35 percent. 

2. Occupational: Not less than 5 percent 
nor more than 10 percent. 

3. Asylum: Not less than 15 percent nor 
more than 25 percent. 

4. National interest: Not less than 20 per
cent nor more than 25 percent. 

The newcomer group is allocated a ~ni
mum percentage of 20 percent of the total, 
plus such additional amounts as are not 
allocated to the four preference groups. 

This is the total limit provided for quota 
immigration-the ceiling-adjustable every 
10 years on the basis of the decennial census. 

All quota allocations are required to come 
within this total limit. But the present de
ceptive system whereby a large proportion of 
the total available quota remains unused is 
abolished. As long as there are would-be 
immigrants who qualify and desire to come, 
the quota remains available. Unused quota 
visas are made available for use in the suc-
ceeding year. · 

For years some of the apologists for the 
national origins quota system have de
fended it-even while conceding its national 
and racial bias-with the argument that no 
better plan or system had been worked out 
and was available. 

The unified quota system, as formulated 
in the proposed act, is such a plan. It 
sweeps away racial and national discrimina
tion, substituting a scheme which assures a 
regulated and controlled flow of immigration 
from those areas of the world which logi
cally look to the United States as a haven, 
and which are capable of contributing use
ful citizenship material to this country. The 
proposed act grants the Commission the 
necessary leeway to adjust immigration to 
actual needs; but statutory guides are laid 
down designed to insure a fair and equitable 
distribution of immigration, and a varied 
fiow. 

A major feature of the proposed act is its 
consolidation, within the quota, of all gen
eral immigration, including immigration 
from the Western Hemisphere. This has 
been done in order to put all foreign coun-

tries on the same basts consistent with the 
best interests and needs of the United. States. 
Thus the proposed act does not give non
quota status, as present law does, to aliens 
born in the Western Hemisphere, with the 
right to immigrate to the United States 
without limitation as to number. 

Under the proposed law, all immigrants, 
except those in special classes defined as non
quota, will be required to qualify for 1 of 
the 5 groups, already described, into which 
the total annual quota is divided. 

The first and largest of the five groups, the 
family unification preference group, includes 
the blood relatives of citizens of the United 
States, and the spouses and blood relatives 
of resident aliens-in bot:Q cases through the 
thi::d degree of consanguinity as computed 
under civil law (sec. 202 (a)). 

The occupational preference group (sec. 
202 (b)) includes persons whose admission 
is especially advantageous to the United 
States because of their education, technical 
training and skill and ability to contribute 
to the national security, health, and welfare. 

The asylum preference group (sec. 202 (c)) 
includes persons oppressed or persecuted be
cause of thelr race, color, creed, national 
origin; or opposition to totalitarianism. 
This preference group will provide a special 
priority for 2,500 war, occupation or refugee 
orpnans (as defined in sec. 102 (a) (32); 
also see the special section of this summary, 
p. 14, dealing with children and orphans) . . 

The national interest preference group 
(sec. 202 (d)) is designed specifically to ad
vance the foreign-policy interests of the 
United States by strengthening those areas 
of the free world whose acute political and 
economic problems may be alleviated by 
some emigration. This preference group will 
also include a priority for orphans. 

Finally, the newcomer group (sec. 202 (e)) 
will consist of aliens who do not qualify for 
admission under any of the preference 
groups, but who desire to immigrate to the 
United States, and who possess all the other 
qualifications which are required of quota 
immigrants. The basis of the admission of 
qualified aliens in the newcomer group is 
first-come-first-served (sec. 204). 

Annual allocations of the total quota 
among the five groups are to be made by 

the Commission, subject to the approval of 
the President. Any unused quota visas are 
to be reallocated from year to year among 
other groups (sec. 203) . 

Although priority in the issuance of visas 
within the newcomer group is to be deter
mined in the order of application, it is pro
vided that one-half of 1 percent of the num
ber of visas assigned annually to the new
comer group shall be assigned to each na
tion having a population of 200,000 or more. 
This provision assures each nation with a 
population of 200,000 or more of an annual 
newcomer quota of no less than 250 visas 
(sec. 204 (c)). 

It is further provided that no more than 
10 percent of the newcomer group shall be 
assigned to any one nation. Inasmuch as 
the minimum in the newcomer group (20 
percent of the total) would be about 50,000 
annually, the maximum for any nation un
der such an arrangement would be 5,000. 
This figure could increase somewhat in pro
portion to the additions to the newcomer 
group authorized by the Commission and 
approved by the President. 

A nation, as used in this connection, is de
fined to mean a colony, a possession or a 
dependency, all of which are given similar 
status. But the Com:mission is given the 
power to group individual nations into a 
single quota area (sec. 204 (c)). (See chart.) 

Another major feature of the proposed act, 
to be considered in connection with the uni
fied quota system, is the provision dealing 
with nonquota immigration. The McCarran 
Act adopted the main features of pre
McCarran law, except for a new grant of non
quota status to husbands as well as wives 
of United States citizens, while at the same 
time withdrawing nonquota status from col
lege and university professors. Under the 
terms of the proposed act, professors coming 
to the United States to teach at acknowl
edged colleges, universities, etc., are restored 
to their traditional nonquota status. 

The unified quota system based on one
sixth of 1 percent of the 1950 United States 
Census (150 million) provides for the annual 
issuance of 250,000 immigration visas to be 
allocated as follows: 

F11milyunification preference, Occupation preference, 5 to 10 Asylum preference, 15 to 25 National interest preference, 20 Newcomer group, 20 percent-25 to 35 percent-62,000 to to 25 percent-50,000 to 62,000 
87,000 visas percent- 12,000 to 25,000 visas percent-37,000 to 62,000 visas visas 50,000 visas 

1. Children t Persons especially selected be- 1. P ersons threatened with per- 1. Visas to be allocated to areas of 1. To be allocated on first-come, 
2. Parents 1 cause of their- secution or oppression. the world to alleviate acute first-served basis throughout 

1. Special skills. the world. 3. Grandparents 2. Refugees from persecution or £olitical and economic prob-
4. Brothers and sisters 2. Technical knowledge. oppression. ems. 2. Designed to take care of general 
5. Uncles and aunts 3. Education. 3. May include up to 2,500 visas immigration. 
6. Other close relatives 4. Potential contribution to for orphans. 

2. May include "surplus po~ula-
t ion" and persons disp aced 3. Every nation of the world over 

national security. by war or its aftermath. 200,000 population assured one 
-of citizens and resident 3. Allocated after consultation half of 1 percent of visas in this 

aliens. The Commission to consult with Secretaries of State and group. 
with Secretaries of State, De- other Government agencies. 4. No nation can be issued more 
fense, Commerce, and Labor in 4. M ay include up to 2,500 visas than 10 percent of visas in this 
making allocations. for orphans. group. 

5. Nations geographically or cul-
turally related may be grouped 
as one "nation." 

I Children of citizens, and parents of resident citizens would be nonquota immigrants. 
Unused quota visas occurring at the end of each year may be allocated to the various groups for the following year under rules and regulations of the Commission. 
All immigrants under the unified quota system would be required to meet the health, education, economic, secw·ity, and other standards of the basic immigration laws. 

In addition-and this is a vital feature-a 
nonquota status is given to parents as well as 
to children and spouses of American citizens 
(sec. 102 (a) (19) (A)). 

At the same time that nonquota status is 
given to parents of American citizens, the 
proposed act deprives aliens born in the 
Western Hemisphere of their nonquota 
status, as already described. 

The effect of these changes is to confine 
the nonquota status to very special classes of 
immigrants-children, spouses, and parents 
of citizens, professors, ministers, and 1 or 2 
other technical categories-and to place all 
general immigration, including immigration 
from the Western Hemisphere, under the 
quota system. 

Under present and preexisting law it is 
theoretically possible for all the 130 million 
natives of Latin America to apply for immi
gration to the United States without numeri
cal restriction. The fact that immigration 
from Western Hemisphere nations has been 
kept within manageable limits in the past 
has been due largely to arbitrary refusal by 
consular officials to grant more than a limited 
number of visas in each country. Such a 
procedure is obviously unjustified in law and 
discriminatory in practice. The nonquota 
status for natives of the Western Hemisphere 
has thus been largely mythical rather than 
actual. Under the terms of the proposed act, 
Western Hemisphere nations would fare bet
ter than under the present nonquota status 

but would at the same time be placed on the 
same footing with all other nations, subject 
to the total numerical limitations and to all 
the other qualifications of quota immigra
tion. 

The abolition of the national origins quota 
system and of national quotas per se results 
in the wiping out of existing mortgages on 
the quotas of many small countries-mort
gages left over from the operations of the 
Displaced Persons Act. Under that act, dis
placed persons who were admitted to this 
country were charged ~gainst the future 
quotas of the countries in which the aliens 
happened to be born. The practical result 
was to cut in half the future quotas of these 
countries. In the case of Latvia, for instance, 
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one-half of its quota is used up until the 
year 2274; in the case of Estonia, until 2146; 
in the case of Poland, until 2000; in the case 
of Yugoslavia, until 2014; in the case of Tur
key, unti11964. With the termination of the 
na tiona! origins quo fa system · all these 
mortgages are brought to an end and immi
gration would begin, after the enactment 
of the proposed act, with a fresh start. 

The proposed act would, in general, enable 
the United States to make its contribution 
toward a solution of European population 
and refugee problems, without the necessity 
of repeated emergency measures. The pro
posed act is designed to establish a perma
nent immigration policy based on world con
ditions which show no likelihood of allevia
tion for a long time to come. 

The enactment of the proposed act will 
bring renewed hope to hopeless, persecuted, 
and distressed people in many lands. En
lightened immigration policies adopted by 
the United States will provide leadership for 
other countries which can absorb immigra
t ion. Millions of victims of war and of the 
aftermath of war may thus find opportunity 
for rehabilitation, to the benefit of the en
tire free world. 
C. SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR CHILDREN, ADOPTED 

CHILDREN, AND ORPHANS 

(Titles I, II, and III, sees. 102 (a) (32), 202 
(c), (d), and 303 (c)) 

The proposed act gives special attention to 
children-natural-born, adopted, and or
phans. The proposed act facilitates the ad
mission into the United States of alien chil
dren of American citizens and of resident 
aliens, treating adopted children on the same 
footing as natural-born children. 

In recent years there have been many 
appeals by both private and public agencies, 
and by thousands of individual citizens, for 
special legislation to permit alien orphans 
to be admitted to the United States for 
adoption. 

There has also been a demand for legisla
tion permitting orphans who are adopted 
abroad by our citizens, e,specially by our 
GI's, to be brought back to this country 
without securing in almost every case, as is 
now required, the enactment of a private 
bill. 

And finally there has been increased agi
tation for "doing something" about the 
many illegitimate children, born abroad to 
GI fathers--children whose mothers cannot 
care for them, and who could be made avail
able for adoption by childless couples in the 
United States. 

All these demands have been met in the 
proposed act by a series of special provi
sions dealing with adopted children and 
with orphans. 

The proposed act provides, in the first 
place, that children adopted abroad by Amer
ican citizens shall be considered as non
quota immigrants, the same as natural-born 
children, and be admitted freely without 
being charged to any quota. 

The proposed act then makes special pro
vision for the annual entry of up to 5,000 
war, refugee, or occupation orphans (as de
fined in sec. 102 (a) (32)). This is accom
plished by providing a priority within the 
asylum preference group (sec. 202 (c)) and 
within the national interest preference group 
(sec. 202 (d)), for 2,500 orphans each, annu
ally. 

Thus permanent statutory authority is 
provided to allow the admission of 5,000 or
phans annually-if that many .are demanded 
for adoption and qualify. This should do 
much to eliminate the ·flourishing "black 
market" in babies, and at the same time help 
solve a critical social problem in many coun
tries of Western Europe. 

"War, occupation, or refugee orphans" are 
defined (sec. 102 (a) (32)) as children under 
10 years of age who have been orphaned by 
the death or disappearance of both parents, 
or who have been abandoned or deserted by, 

or separated and lost from both parents. 
The definition also includes a child who has 
only one parent due to the death or disap
pearance of the other parent where there is 
reasonable ground to believe that such other 
parent was a member of the Armed Forces 
of the United States. If the remaining 
p arent is unable to care for the child and 
agrees to release the child for immigration 
and adoption, the child can be admitted into 
the United States for adoption. 

All these orphans must be coming either 
to be adopted by American citizens or alien 
residents, on the basis of assurances given 
by such citizens or residents, or be coming 
under the sponsorship of a public or private 
agency approved by the Commission, with 
assurances that adoption or guardianship 
proceedings will be initiated for such 
orphans. 

The provisions of the proposed act and 
the rules and regulations to be adopted by 
the Commission would adequately protect 
not only the American families who might 
wish to adopt these orphans, but would also 
protect the orphans' health and safety. 

The McCarran-Walter Act makes no provi
sion for an infant child whose birth occurs 
at a time when it is inconvenient or impossi .. 
ble for the parents to obtain the proper docu
ments necessary for the child's admittance 
into the United States. Sometimes the chil
dren are born en route to the United States, 
or are born prematurely during a vacation 
trip to Canada or Mexico. The proposed act 
(sec. 303 (c)) would prevent the exclusion 
of any child under 1 year of age accompanied 
by his parents, one or both of whom are citi
zens of the United States. This protection 
would also extend to a child under 1 year of 
age who has been born to alien parents after 
their visa or reentry permit has been issued. 
These safeguat:ds are designed to prevent ar
bitrary barring of infant children from ad
mission into the United States with their 

·· parents. 
D. SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR VICTIMS OF PERSECU• 

TION; , THE GRANTING OF ASYLUM 

(Titles I, II, and III, sees. 102 (a) (18) (B) 
(vi), 202, 302 (a) (4)) 

One of the new features of the proposed 
act is a series of special provisions designed 
to translate into legislative effect the tradi
tional United States policy of providing asy
lum for victims of political, racial, and re
ligious persecution. 

This undertaking is reflected, first, in the 
basic quota provisions (sec. 202) , in which 
one of the preference groups is reserved for 
persecutees as defined (in sec. 202) : "persons 
whose coming will further the traditional 
policy of the United States of offering asylum 
and refuge to persons oppressed or perse
cuted, or threatened with oppression or per
secution, because of their race, national 
origin, color, religion, adherence to demo
cratic beliefs, or their opposition to totali
tarianism or dictatorship." 

An additional innovation of the proposed 
act is an arrangement whereby the Secretary 
of State is given authority to certify for tem
porary admission into this country "execu
tive, legislative, or judicial officials or leaders 
of national opinion of any foreign state who 
seek political asylum in the United States." 
[Sec. 102 (a) (18) (B) (vi).] This provision 
requires the Secretary of State to certify that 
the admission of such persons is "in the in
terest of the United States." Under these 
terms, officials of foreign governments who 
escape, for instance, from behind the Iron 
Curtain or are forced to flee from a Latin 
American country because of an armed upris
ing, may be granted, on the certification of 
the Secretary of State, temporary haven in 
the United States as nonimmigrant visitors. 
Thus, the United States will be able to pro
vide political asylum as Switzerland does. 

In regard to this special class of refugees, 
there is no fixed requirement that they must 
s atisfy all the standards established for other 

immigrants or even nonimmigrants. All such 
requirements may be waived at the discre
tion of the Secretary of State if the Secre
tary of State finds that the entry of these 
individuals is in the interest of the United 
States. 

A further provision dealing with asylum 
from persecution (sec. 302 (a) {4)) author
izes the Commission to grant to a person 
fleeing for his life from political, religious, 
or racial persecution special permission to 
enter the United States, even though he may 
not have a visa. Such a fugitive must be 
otherwise eligible, in all respects, to receive 
a visa, and must have been unable to obtain 
the visa because he fled in imminent dan
ger of his life from political, racial, or reli
gious persecution. 

E. NONIMMIGRANTS 

(Titles I and III, sees. 102 (a) (18) , 305) 
With respect to various classes of non

immigrants, such as visitors, diplomats, stu
dents, and treaty merchants (sec. 102 (a) 
( 18) ) , it has always been necessary to vest 
power to waive what might otherwise be 
grounds for exclusion. Under the proposed 
act that power is vested in the Commission 
(sec. 305) in regard to all aliens except those 
in diplomatic categories (102 (a) (18) (A), 
(B), and (C)) who receive their visas at the 
direction of the Secretary of State. Waivers 
may be granted on such terms and condi
tions as the Commission deems appropriate 
to protect the national health and security, 
and all waivers of more than 30 days' dura
tion must be reported annually to Congress. 

The McCarran-Walter Act has been ad
ministered as though there were no logical 
basis for differentiation between an immi
grant for permanent residence and a visitor 
seeking to enter the United States for busi
ness or for pleasure; or to lecture, to take 
part in a scientific seminar or conference, or 
a gathering of scholars or artists or for con
sultation with other specialists in the 
sciences or the arts. 

Scientific research in a variety of fields, for 
instance, has suffered significantly in the 
United States, because of the inability of 
foreign scientists and scholars to enter after 
being invited here to attend such meetings 
and conferences. Many international con
ferences on science and technology which 
might otherwise be held in this country are 
now being scheduled elsewhere, to our great 
loss in scientific knowledge, business, and 
prestige. 

Admission for permanent residence is 
properly denied to actual or potential sub
versives, but the privilege of even a tempo
rary visit to the United States is now also 
being denied in the cases of persons whose 
political thinking ·appears to deviate in any 
marked way from orthodox political con
cepts. Were such a criterion to be applied on 
a reciprocal basis by other countries, no 
American citizen devoted to the principles of 
free speech, free press, and free worship 
would be admissible even as a tourist to 
totalitarian countries or to any countries 
with basic political concepts different from 
our own. 

The purpose of the waiver provision in the 
proposed act is to restore reason and flexi
bility in the case of the nonimmigrant, sub
ject only to measures necessary for the pro
tection of the national health and security. 
F. ENTRY, EXCLUSION AND DEPORTATION OF 

ALIENS: PROVISIONS TO PROMOTE THE SECU• 
RITY AND WELFARE OF THE UNITED STATES 

(Titles I, III, and IV, sees. 102 (a) (15), 102 
(a} (28}, 301, 302, 323, 333-336, 341 et. seq., 
361 et seq., 367, 413, 414, and 422) 
One of the major goals of the proposed 

act is to eliminate discriminatory and un
necessarily harsh provisions contained in the 
McCarran-Walter Act relating to exclusion 
and deportation; to guard against abuse of 
administra.tive discretion; and to provide 
adequate safeguards against the admission or 
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retention in the United States of subversives 
or other undesirable aliens. This·objective is 
sought to be achieved in various sections of 
title III. 

It is recognized that the American people 
rightly desire that our immigration laws 
contain all provisions necessary to insure us 
against infiltration by subversive elements. 
Self-defense and common sense require that 
every possible and reasonable precaution be 
taken to prevent the admission of individ
uals wh~se purpose is to subvert or over
throw the Government of the United States 
and our democratic way of life. The same 
strictures are pertinent in regard to the ad
mission of criminal elements or other un
desirables. In the proposed act every prac
tical prote<!tion has been provided :(or our 
national security. Comprehensive and work
able standards are established so that genu
ine subversives and anti-democratic ele
ments are barred from admission. Provision 
is made for the deportation of thoEe who, 
despite all precautions, obtain entry to this 
country. 

In fact, the antisubversive provisions of 
the proposed act are designed to be more 
effective than those in the McCarran Act. 

The McCarran Act erects such a confused 
and contradictory network of antisubversive 
provisions that it catches many anti-Com
munists in its web while allowing true sub
versives, both Fascist and Communist, to 
slip through. 

Thus, while the McCarran Act erects a 
Maginot line of defense against all individ
uals guilty of dangerous thoughts or asso
·ciations, who seek to come to the United 
States through the conventional channels 
of immi,gration, the McCarran Act estab
lishes virtually no safeguards against the 
surreptitious entry of spies and saboteurs 
across the Mexican and Canadian borders. 
Nor does the McCarran Act contain any bar
riers against the admission of Nazis. 

The proposed act (sec. 301) sets forth 15 
categories of aliens defined as ineligible to 
receive visas. A valid visa is, of course, a 
prerequisite for admission. Exceptions from 
the rigid standards of eligibility and the 
right to waive some of the grounds of in
eligibility are duly provided for, where an 
admission would not be contrary to the best 
interests of the United States. Generally 
speaking, aliens who are mentally defective, 
who have contagious diseases, who are crim
inals or subversive, or who are otherwise 
undesirable for the reasons enumerated in 
section 301 are ineligible to obtain visas. 

Among the classes of aliens most clearly 
ineligible for admission are those who have 

. advocated or taught subversive doctrine, or 
who have been members of or affiliated with 
any organization which advocates or teaches 
subversive doctrine. Aliens ineligible un
der these provisions may be admitted if their 
activities or affiliations were terminated at 
least 5 years prior to the application for a 
visa, and their entry would not be contrary 
to the best interests of the United States 
(Sec. 301 (i) (2)). 

The term "subversive doctrine" is defined 
in Sec. 102 (a) (28) (A) to (F) inclusive, 
and under the three subsequent subsections 
(G) to (I) inclusive. In accordance with 
these provisions, certain organizations are 
defined as subversive per se. These are: 
The Communist Party of the United States 
or of the Soviet Union; or any other Com-

. munist Party in any other country, affiliated 
with either the Communist Party of the 
United States or of the Soviet Union; the 
National Socialist Party of Germany or any 
of its paramilitary affiliates; and any suc
cessor parties to the above-named which 
advocate or teach subversive doctrine. 

The definition of "subversive doctrine•• 
is so written as to bar aliens who advocate: 
(a) opposition to all organized government 
or forms of law; (b) the overthrow of the 
Government of the United States by force, 
violence or other unconstitutional means; 

(c) the establishment of a totalitarian dic
tatorship in the United States (which is 
itself defined in sec. 102 (a) ( 29) ) ; (d) the 
duty, necessity or propriety of the assassina
tion of public officials; (e) the unlawful 
destruction of property, or the extermination 
or persecution of persons because of race. 
religion or ancestry. 

Membership in or affiliation with an or
ganization which advocates or teaches sub
versive doctrine (sec. 102 (a) (15)) means 
voluntary membership or affiliation when 
over the age of 16 with knowledge that the 
organization advocates or teaches subversive 
doctrine. "Voluntary" membership or affilia
tion does not include joining a "subversive" 
organization when required to do so by 
law, without personal belief in the sub
versive doctrine taught or advocated, or 
solely for the purpose of obtaining employ
ment, education, food or other essentials of 
life. 

The classes of undesirable applicants for 
admission also include those who seek to 
enter the United States for the purpose of 
engaging in commercialized vice, who are 
paupers, professional beggars, vagrants, or 
who are likely to become public charges; 
and also aliens who have been convicted of 
.violating laws relating to traffic in narcotic 
drugs (sec. 301 (c), (d), (e) and (k)). 

Except where a charge of crime is made 
for political purposes, aliens who have been 
duly charged with committing a crime in
volving moral turpitude are ineligible for 
visas (sec. 301 (1)), as are those who desert 
from the armed forces or remain abroad in 

.order to avoid military service (sec. 414). 
Aliens who have assisted any other alien 

to enter the United States illegally are them
selves barred, as are, of course, an aliens 
who have attempted to enter by willful and 
material fraud (sec. 301 (o) and (p)). 

The proposed act makes improvements in 
the present system of keeping a check on 
undesirable aliens. All investigative agen
cies are directed to keep the Commission 
advised of relevant information they may 
gather regarding any alien who may apply 
for admission, or who may enter the United 
States, so that all such information will 
eventually be concentrated in one place, 
where it can be acted upon promptly and 
effectively, thus avoiding duplication, waste, 
and delay (sec. 116). 

The proposed act is generally more uni
form than the McCarran Act in its applica
tion of similar standards to all aliens. Sub
stantially the same provisions relating to 
eligibility for visas are to be found in the 
sections relating to deportation and to nat
uralization (sees. 341, 413, 422). 

As pointed out elsewhere, the proposed act, 
by creating a single agency to administer 
the immigration laws, minimizes the 
chances of cruel and unnecessary loss and 
injury to would-be immigrants, who, under 
the McCarran Act, may be granted a visa 
abroad by the consular service and denied 
admission at the port of entry by the Immi
gration Service (sec. 302). , 

Under the proposed act, visa-granting of
ficers of the Commission are bound to exer
cise great care before issuing a visa (sec. 
322), and the alien whose eligibility for 
admission is established is then assured that, 
except for one or more of several contingen-

. cies provided . for in the · proposed act (sec. 
· 302 (b)), his trip to the United States will 
not be in vain, and he will be admitted. 

The idea of making a visa a virtually cer
. tain guaranty of admission into the United 
States is also applied to reentry permits. 
Under existing law, a resident alien, duly 

· admitted and about to leave the country for 
a temporary visit abroad, may apply for and 
receive a reentry permit. But the permit is 
of no practical validity. When the alien 
returns to an American port, he is treated as 
if he had never before been admitted, and 
he may, and frequently is, denied admission 
on any one of a wide variety of grounds. 

This is the notorious new-entry doctrine 
which the proposed act would abolish. Un
der the proposed act an alien having his 
home in the United States and desiring to go 
temporarily abroad may be denied a reentry 
permit on· security or other grounds (sec. 
323). But if he is granted a reentry permit, 
he is guaranteed a return to the United 
States, except under certain few and clearly 
defined circumstances (sec. 302) • 

The proposed act would nullify the effect 
of a visa or reentry permit in those cases 
where it was procured by willful and ma
-terial fraud; or where new evidence, discov
ered after the issuance of a visa, would, if 
it had been known, have made the alien 
ineligible for a visa; or where he fails to 
meet other speclfied conditions contained in 
the proposed act (sec. 302 .(b)). 

As a general rule an alien previously ad
mitte!i to .the United States but who has 
gone abroad for a temporary stay is to be 

. excluded only if, while he was abroad, he 
was convinced of a crime involving moral 
turpitude; or if he seeks to reenter to engage 
in criminal activities; or if, while abroad, he 
has advocated qr taught subversive doctrine, 
or joined with or become associated with a 
subversive organization; or if he has for gain 
assisted any other alien to enter the United 
States in violation of law (sec. 303). 

In these respects, the provisions of the 
proposed act in regard to reentry permits are 
similar to those governing visas: Aliens who 
are undesirable for security or for other rea
sons set forth in the proposed act are not 
admitted or allowed to enter the United 
States, even if they have a visa or reentry 
permit (sec. 302 (b)). 

On the other hand, the possibilities for 
arbitrary, capricious, and otherwise unfair 
treatment of aliens is greatly minimized. 
Procedures are created for hearings and for 
appeals from adverse rulings, and all proper 
precautions are taken to provide safeguards 
against discrimination and other injustices, 
and to assure humane and impartial consid
eration to all who come to the United States 
to visit or to stay. 

The proposed act requires the examination 
and inspection of all arriving aliens, other 
than those who are not excludable, and the 
prompt deportation of those who are not 
entitled to enter (sees. 333-336): 

Nine classes of aliens who are or may be
come deportable are defined in the proposed 
act (sec. 341). These include aliens who are 
( 1) found to have obtained admission 
through fraud; or (2) enter the United 
States without Inspection; or (3) violate a 
condition of admission; or (4) become pub
lic charges within 5 years after entry for 
reasons not shown to have arisen after entry; 
or ( 5) are sentenced and confined in prison 
for a term of at least 1 year upon conviction 
of a crime involving moral turpitude, com
mitted within 5 years after entry; or (6) 
within 10 years after entry, are sentenced 

-more than once for such offenses; or (7) are 
convicted at any time after entry of any 
crime involving commercialized vice; or (8) 
are convicted at any time after entry of vio
lating laws relating to narcotic drugs; or 
( 9) within 5 years prior to the issuance of 
a warrant of arrest in deportation proceed
ings, advocated or taught or were members 
of or affiliated with organizations which ad
vocated or taught subversive doctrine . 

It is provided that conviction, as used in 
this connection, shall not apply to crime 

· committed -by aliens under 16 years of age, 
or those which have been pardoned, or to 
convictions where the court recommends 
that deportation is not warranted. In addi
tion, the Commission is given authority to 
waive depor-tation for a single crime where 
serious hardship would oecur and where con
tinued residence in the United States would 

· not be undesirable (sec. 301 (b)). 
No alien who has been admitted for per· 

manent residence before his 14th birthday 
. may thereafter, be deported, nor an alien who 
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has lived as a permanent resident of the 
United States for 20 years or more (except 
as a fugitive from justice) (sees. 341 , 342). 

The proposed act contains detailed pro
visions for the arrest and detention of aliens 
believed to be deportable (sees. 343 et seq.). 
Ordinarily, the Commission is given a period 
of 6 months within which to effect the alien's 
departure. Aliens ordered to be deported are 
given an opportunity for judicial review, but 
meanwhile remain subject to supervision by 
the Commission. 

Alie;ns who are to be deported may select 
the country to which they wish to go, if 
the country in question will receive them, 
unless prejudicial to the interests of the 
United States. If a deportable alien is un
able to or fails to arrange to be received 
in th;) country of his choice, his deportation 
is then to be arranged by the Commission 
(sec. 344). 

Appropriate provision is made to defray 
the expenses of deportation. Deportable 
aliens who can prove good moral character 
for the preceding 5 years are permitted to 
leave at their own expense without the 
stigma of deportation (sec. 345) . 

All aliens who remain in the United States 
for more than 30 days are requ ired to be 
fingerprinted and registered, and to notify 
the Attorney General of any change of ad
dress (sees. 361 et seq.). But failure to carry 
a registration card or to notify the Attorney 
General of a change of address, while a mis
demeanor if it is a willful failure, is not 
made, ipso facto, a ground for deportation, 
as such a failure is under the McCarran Act. 

The proposed act contemplates that all 
information with respect to registration of 
aliens will be kept in a central place, and 
the Attorney General is given full authority 
to administer and enforce the registration 
provisions (sec. 367). 

Scattered through the proposed act are 
provisions imposing maximum penalties, 
some giving the Commission authority to 
assess and collect fines, and other provisions 
defining offenses punishable by the courts. 
In addition, chapter 8 of title III contains 
general penalty provisions, in which a num
ber of offenses are defined and appropriate 
penalties provided. This chapter also pro
vides for the detention and prompt depor
tation of alien stowaways. 

In general, the proposed act is much more 
definite than the McCarran Act in its treat
ment of aliens who apply for visas, who are 
admitted or excluded, and those who, if ad
mitted, thereafter become deportable and 
are ordered to be deported. Full recognition 
is given to the gravity of the issues involved 
in the decisions to grant, revoke, or deny 
visas, or to exclude or deport. 

The proposed provisio~ under which chil
dren admitted prior to the age of 14 and 
aliens who have resided in the United States 
for more than 20 years are made immune 
to deportation reflect tested principles long 
recognized in our general body of laws cover
ing criminal offenses and civil liabilities. 

The deplorable tendency in recent immi
gration legislation to remove limitations of 
time within which the Government is re
quired to act in order to deport an alien 
is reversed in the proposed act. Under the 
McOarran Act an alien living in the United 
States who joined the Communist Party at 
any time in the distant past-perhaps 20 or 
30 years ago-is subject to deportation even 
though he may have left the party soon 
after paining, and may have subsequently 
become a strong anti-Communist. 

Under the McCarran Act the Government 
is required to deport such an individual, 
thus causing great distress and hardship 
on members of his family. At the same time, 
the McCarran Act admits aliens who, 5 years 
or more previous to their admissions to the 
United States, may have been active mem
bers of the Communist Party. 

It shoUld be emphasized that the present 
provision for deportation of resident aliens 

who have, in the past, belonged to sub
versive organizations is retroactive and 
penalizes persons whose acts were not pro
scribed at the time the actions were taken. 
The proposed act eliminates · this incon
sistent retroactivity. 

Banishment or exile is a severe penalty, 
the relic of another day and age. In many 
cases it is a much greater punishment than 
any provided by the criminal laws, and 
should not be imposed under conditions 
where no criminal prosecution could be 
brought. That goal h as not quite been 
reached in the proposed act but the new 
proposals are a marked improvement, at the 
same t ime containing adequate provisions 
to guard the security, the health and the 
w~lfare of the United States. 

G. ALIEN CREWME N 

(Title III, sees. 352, 354.-357) 
The provisions of the McCarran-Walter 

Act (sees. 251- 257) which deal with the ad
mission and exclusion of alien crewmen have 
been widely criticized as unworkable and 
unfair. The press of the major maritime 
countries of the world has been filled with 
reports of the abuse and unfairness involved 
in the procedures for handling alien crew
men who wish to land temporarily in the 
United States during the stay of their vessel, 
or while awaiting assignment to another 
vessel. 

Under the terms of the McCarran-Walter 
Act, alien crewmen are for the first time 
required to fulfill the same requirements 
as immigrants coming to live permanently 
in the United States. Arriving at the port 
of entry, they are cross-examined concern
ing every detail of their past lives and po
litical beliefs and affiliations. This ques
tioning is neither appropriate nor necessary 
for crewmen who are coming here for only 
a few days. 

Under the proposed act an alien crewman 
can be prevented from landing in the United 
States on any ground that would make him 
ineligible to receive a visa (sec. 352). How
ever, unlike the McCarran Act, the proposed 
act gives the Commission the power to waive 
any provision barring the temporary landing 
of an alien crewman if it determines that the 
health and safety of the United States would 
not be thereby endangered. 

The McCarran Act makes no provision for 
informing the excluded crewman of the rea
sons for denial of a permit to land, and it 
provides him with no administrative appeal 
from the decision of minor immigration 
officials. 

The proposed act would not extend to alien 
crewmen the broad hearing and appeals pro
cedures provided for aliens coming here as 
permanent immigrants, but the proposed act 
would provide for expeditious hearings under 
special rules and regulations, in cases where 
landing permits for alien crewmen are de
nied or revoked (sec. 352 (b)). 

The proposed act retains all the necessary 
safeguards to prevent the landing of diseased 
alien crewmen, and to prevent alien crewmen 
from illegally remaining in this country by 
jumping ship, or by being discharged or paid 
off in the United States without permission 
of the Commission (sees. 354-357). 

The McCarran Act sets an absolute time 
limit of 29 days for temporary landing per
mits. This restriction has worked consid
erable hardship on alien crewmen who have 
become subject to arrest as a result of sail- . 
ing delays, or failure to obtain assignment 
on another ship. Tlle proposed act would 
leave to the determination of the Commis
sion the time limitation on a valid permit. 
All waiver cases for Etays exceeding 30 days 
are required to be reported to Congress. 

H. ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS 

(Title III, sec. 346) 
Reasonable and flexible provisions for the 

adjustment of the status of an alien from 
that of a nonimmigrant~ an immigrant or 

vice versa without the time-consuming and 
expensive necessity of leaving and reenter
ing the country have long been needed in 
our immigration laws. Prior to the McCar
ran-Walter Act this was possible only 
through the suspension of a warrant of de
portation, a suspension which could be se
cured only in the case of an alien who had 
resided here for 7 years or who had lived here 
for 5 years and could prove to the Attorney 
Ge11eral (a) good moral character; and (b) 
that his deportation would result in serious 
economic detriment to a citizen or to a legal
ly resident alien spouse, parent, or minor 
child. 

The McCarran-Walter Act (sec. 247) 
established direct procedures for adjustment 
of status, permitting a resident alien to ad
just his status from that of immigrant to 
nonimmigrant, and appearing to make it 
possible (sec. 245) for a nonimmigrant to 
adjust his status to that of an immigrant. 
The latter provision, however, seems to be 
more of a trap for the unwary than a grant 
of grace. The adjustment may be granted 
only in the discretion of the Attorney Gen
eral when, both at the time of the applica
tion and at the time of the Attorney Gen
eral's approval of that application, an immi
grant visa is immediately available. The 
McCarran-Walter Act defines a visa as being 
immediately available only if the quota is 
not filled at the time the application for ad
justment of status is filed. The McCarran 
Act provides, moveover, that the very act of 
filing an application for adjustment of status 
automatically ends the nonimmigrant status 
of the applicant. Thus, an alien who files 
such an application may become immedi
ately subject to deportation if, all unknown 
to the alien, an immigration visa is not im
mediately available. 

This is a clear illustration of the undue 
harshness of the McCarran Act, under whose 
terms broad discretion is granted to the At
torney General to exclude aliens from ad
mission to the United States, or to deport 
them, but whose discretion to suspend de
portation or to permit change of status is 
severely limited. 

With respect to suspension of a warrant 
of deportation, the McCarran Act (sec. 244 
(a)) drastically cuts down the rights ex
isting under prior law. Under the McCar
ran Act the procedure is restricted to appli
cations filed not more than 5 years after 
December 24, 1952, by aliens who last entered 
the United States more than 2 years prior 
to June 20, 1952. It requires a 7-year resi
dence in the United States, and the Attorney 
General must be convinced that the alien's 
deportation would "result in exceptional 
and extremely unusual hardship to the 
alien, or to his spouse, parent, or minor 
child who is a citizen or legally resident 
alien." 

The proposed act (sec. 346) simplifies 
and combines the two procedures and makes 
it possible for any legally resident alien, as 
a matter of right, upon application and ap
propriate showing to the Commission, to ad
just his status. If the adjustment sought is 
to the status of an immigrant, the alien 
need· merely show that ( 1) if he were ap
plying abroad, he would be eligible for ad
mission, and (2) a visa is reasonably avail
able in the group for which the alien is 
eligible. In a case where those facts cannot 
be shown, the alien may nonetheless obtain 
the adjustment if he proves good morai 
character for the preceding 5 years, and that 
he has resided in the United States for 7 
years, or that his departure from the United 
States would cause "serious hardship to him
self or to a citizen or a previously admitted 
alien who is his spouse or child." 

I. CITIZENSHIP AND NATURALIZATION 

(Title IV) 
The corresponding title of the McCarran

Walter Act was presented to the American 
people as an advance, because it abolished 
racial barriers to naturalization. But at the 
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same time the McCarran Act riveted into law 
a rigid second-class status for naturalized 
citizens of the United States and, under this 
title as elsewhere, vested tremendous power 
in the unreviewable discret ion of the At· 
torney General. The proposed act grants to 
naturalized cit izens full equality with natu· 
ral-born citizens, except in cases where natu· 
r alization was procured by actual fraud. 
The proposed act makes other changes to 
simplify and cl~ . .rify the law and to bring 
natura lization and denat uralization pro
cedures back into line with traditional 
American standards of justice. 

J. WHO IS A CITIZEN? 

(Sees. 401, 402, and 408) 
Citizenship is acquired either at birth or 

by naturalization. The proposed act (sec. 
401) slightly broadens the category of citi· 
zens of the United States at birth, abolish
ing the undemocratic dist inction between 
citizen and national (now applicable to per
sons born in American Samoa and Swains 
Island), and (sec. 408) extending citizenship 
to persons born in Puerto R ico before 1899 
(sec. 402). 

K. REQUIREMENTS AND PROCEDURES FOR 

NATURALIZATION 

(Sees. 413, 421-423, 4a1-434, 447) 
Except in certain special cases, noted be· 

low, a 5-year residence in the United States 
is required for naturalization. The proposed 
act returns to pre-McCarran law by abolish· 
ing the McCarran Act's conclusive presump· 
tion (sec. 316 (b)), that absence from the 
United States for a period of 6 months or 
more breaks the continuity of residence for 
naturalization purposes. An alien absent for 
less than 1 year will, under the proposed act 
(sec. 422), be able to .show that he had 
reasonable cause for not having sooner re
turned to the United States. Absences longer 
than a year without bre_aking the continuit y 
of residence are permitted by the McCarran 
Act only in the case of a person absent in 
connection with the performance of religic:1us 
duties (sec. 317). Under the proposed act 
(sec. 423) this exemption is extended to 
alien employees of specified types of United 
States organizations who may be sent abroad 
in connection with their jobs. 

In view of the obvious desirability of hav· 
ing ali members of a family group acquire 
United States citizenship as soon as reason· 
ably possible, our law has always re.duced the 
residence requirement in the case of the 
spouse of an American citizen and has per· 
mitted the naturalization of minor children 
through the naturalization of their parents. 
The proposed act reduces the required resi
dence of a spouse of a United States citizen 
from 3 years to 1 year (sec. 431) and increases 
the maximum age for derivative naturaliza. 
tion from 15 to 17 (sees. 432, 433). Also the 
proposed act extends this privilege to legally 
adopted children (sec. 434). Abuse of these 
provisions, as through short-lived marriages 
entered into for the purpose of acquiring 
citizenship, is guarded against by the provi
sion for revocation of any naturalization pro
cured by fraud (sec. 447). 

Subversive activity will bar naturaliza
tion. But instead of the vague and general 
language of the McCarran Act (sec. 313), the 
proposed act gives a clear and definite test
precisely the same as that applied in an ex
clusion or deportation case-namely, no 
alien may be naturalized if at any time 
within 5 years of filing his petition for 
naturalization, or at any time prior to 
naturalization, he has either advocated or 
taught subversive doctrine or been a member 
of or affiliated with a subversive organization 
(sec. 413). 

The proposed act retains the literacy re· 
quirement for naturalization, but restores it 
to the form in which it was prior to the Mc
Carran Act, requiring that the petitioner be 
able to read. No writing requirement is pro
vided (sec. 421). 

In accordance with the modern trend in 
all fields of law, the proposed act permits 
naturalization on an affirmation rather than 
an oath in the case of a person whose re· 
ligion forbids the taking of an oath (sec. 
444). 

No basic change is proposed in the pro
cedure for obtaining naturalization. The 
proposed act does, however, restore the law 
to what it was prior to the McCarran Act in 
two important respects: 

First, it eliminates the mandatory require
ment of the so-called neighborhood check 
of the petitioner, leaving to the discretion 
of the Commission the scope of the investi· 
gation in any particular case. 

Second, it deletes the provision of the 
McCarran Act (sec. 335 (d) )-completely 
foreign to American concepts of proper ad
ministrative procedure-which permits the 
n aturalization examiner, a subordinate em
ployee of the Attorney General, to be repre
sented in court by separate counsel, in cases 
in which the Attorney General has overruled 
the examiner. 

Under the proposed act the court would 
have before it the complete record of the 
Commission's action on the naturalization 
pet ition, including, as a part of the record, 
the examiner's decision. 
L . SPECIAL NATURALIZATION PROCEDURES FOR 

GI'S; EXPEDITED NATURALIZATION FOR WAR

TIME SERVICE IN KOREA 

(Sees. 436-438) 
The privilege of acc.elerated acquisition of 

United States citizenship through wartime 
service in the Armed Forces of the United 
states is granted, as in present law, to vet
erans of World War I, World War II, and the 
Korean conflict. Ninety days of such war
time service is required. In the case of 
Korea, the service must be during the period 
June 25, 1950, through July 1, 1955 (sec. 
437 (b)). 

Service in the Armed Forces during peace
time or other than in the Korean conflict is 
required to amount to 3 years in order to 
qualify the alien for citizenship (sec. 437 
(a)). Arrangements for naturalization in 
the field and standards for determination of 
honorable service are also included (sec. 438) 
in the proposed act. A much simpler pro
cedure is provided than under present law. 

The proposed act reverts to the law as it 
was prior to th.e McCarran Act in restoring 
a simplified procedure for the naturalization 
of persons who lost their United States citi
zenship by serving in the armies of the allies 
of the United States during World War II 
(sec. 436). 
M. LOSS OF CITIZENSHIP AND REVOCATION OF 

NATURALIZATION 

(Sees. 447, .451, and 452) 
Loss of United States citizenship, whether 

acquired by birth or by naturalization, is a 
drastic penalty. The McCarran Act (sec. 
349) contains a long list of acts which auto
matically cause loss of citizenship. If citi
zenship was acquired by naturalization. 
those acts may include . mere residence 
abroad for as little as 3 years (sec. 352). 
Moreover, the effect of these provisions in 
every case is to place upon the person whose 
citizenship is thus forfeited the burden of 
proving that he did not, in fact, commit the 
act on the basis of which our Government 
now strips him of citizenship. 

Under the proposed act, two basic changes 
are made: 

First, the list of acts which automatically 
would cause loss of citizenship is limited to 
(1) renunciation or United States citizen· 
ship, (2) obtaining naiuralization in a for
eign nation, (3) desertion in time of war, 
(4) leaving the country to avoid military 
service, (5) conviction for treason, or (6) an 
attempt to overthrow our Government by 
force of arms (sec. 451). 

The McCarran Act (sec. 349) specifies ad
ditional grounds, e. g., taking an oath of alle-

glance to a foreign state, serving in its armed 
forces, accepting or serving in an office un
der a foreign government if foreign national
ity is thereby acquired, and voting in a 
foreign political election. Under the pro
posed act only the taking of an oath of alle· 
glance, or service in the armed forces of a 
foreign state after having acquired its na
tionality, in each case without compulsion, 
will result in a loss of citizenship. In such 
a case, as in a proceeding for revocation of 
naturalization. loss of citizenship would re
sult only from a decree of a United States 
court in a proceeding brought by the Com
mission for forfeiture of citizenship, in 
which the Commission would have to sustain 
the burden of proof, e. g., to show that by 
swearing allegiance to a foreign state the 
defendant acted without compulsion (sec. 
452). 

All distinctions between native-born and 
naturalized citizens are abolished by the 
proposed act so that mere residence abroad, 
even in the country of birth or former citi
zenship, will not, as it does under the Mc
Carran Act (sec. 352), forfeit United States 
citizenship. 

With respect to revocation of naturaliza
tion, the proposed act would restore the law 
to what it was prior to the McCarran Act. 
The basic ground for revocation of naturali
zation has always been fraud in its procure
ment. However, the McCarran Act (sec. 
340) contains a broad definition of fraud 
which may include an unintentional con
cealment of a material fact, even where the 
petitioner for n aturalization did not think 
it was material or had forgotten it. The 
McCaxran Act also has provisions under 
which such things as refusal to testify be
fore a congressional committee (sec. 340 
(a)), residence in the country of birth (sec. 
340 (d)), or joining a subversive or front 
organization (sec. 340 (c)), after naturali
zation, m ay give rise to a conclusive pre
sumption that the naturalization was pro
cured by fraud. These provisions are of 
doubtful constitutionality as they stand in 
the McCarran Act. However, the proposed 
act (sec. 447), eliminates them as un-Amer
ican. It leaves naturalization revocable only 
for an act found by the courts to constitute 
fraud in its procurement. Action for revo
cation of naturalization must be brought 
within 10 years after citizenship was grant
ed, an extension of the statute-of-limitations 
concept to the f..eld of naturalization. 

N. NO PROTECTION OF THE RIGHTS OF 
CITIZENSHIP 

(Sec. 455) 
Both under the McCarran Act and under 

prior law, a person denied a right or privi
lege of citizenship .on the ground that he is 
not a citizen must seek confirmation of his 
status by suit for a declaratory judgment in 
the United States courts. However, under 
the McCarran Act; despite the fact that the 
Government may assert citizenship to be 
lost while the individual is abroad, the suit 
to confirm the citizenship status may be 
brought only if the plaintiff is within the 
United States (sec. 360 (a)). 

Under the proposed act (sec. 455), the 
action <;auld be instituted while the plaintiff 
is outside the United States and the court 
may, if it finds that the suit was instituted 
in good faith, order the issuance of a cer
tificate of identity to the plaintiff, permit. 
ting him to come to the United States while 
the suit is pending. If he loses the case, the 
plaintiff is made immediately deportable. 

O. JOINT CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE 

(Title V, sec. 501) 
The McCarran-Walter Act established a 

joint congressional committee which was 
given broad-far too broad-powers in con
nection with the administration of our im· 
migration and naturalization laws. The 
basic idea of a Joint Committee on Immigra
tion and Naturalization is a useful one. But 
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the provisions of the McCarran-Walter Act 
setting up this committee are violently in
consistent with sound Government prac-
tices. · 

Under the M'cCarran-Walter Act power is 
given to the joint committee to participate 
in the administration of the act. Subordi
nate administrators are required to report 
directly to the joint committee, a gross 
violation of the concepts · of sound govern
ment and of the doctrine of the separation 
of p owers as between the legislative and 
executive branches of Government. 

Moreover, under the terms of the McCar
ran-Walter Act, membership on the joint 
committee is reserved to members of the Ju
diciary Committees of the House and Senate. 
This reflects the basic philosophy inherent 
in the McCarran-Walter Act that immigra
tion policy is solely and entirely a matter of 
police powers, of investigation, apprehen
sion, prosecution, and punishment, and is of 
only legal concern. · 

The proposed act is based on quite another 
philosophy, namely, that immigration and 
naturalization policy has much wider rami
fications, involving foreign policy, economic 
policy, and the public welfare generally. 

Consequently, in the proposed act (sec. 
501), the joint congressional committee is 
first of all confined in its jurisdiction and 
functions to matters of legislation and legis
lative inquiry; secondly, the committee is 
broadened to include representation of the 
Foreign Relations and the Labor and Public 
Welfare Committees, as well as of the Judi
ciary Committee. The joint committee is, of 
course, retained as a bipartisan committee. 
The distribution of membership in each 
House is as follows: 3 from the Judiciary 
Committee, 2 from the Foreign Relations 
Committee, and 2 from the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

Such a joint committee, with broad rep
resentation and clearly defined legislative 
functions, can usefully operate to keep a 
vigilant eye on the administration of our im
migration laws and the effect of those laws 
and policies upon our relations abroad, upon 
our economy at home, and U:pon the welfare 
of the country as a whole. 

EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE RE
PORT OF J'OINT COMMITTEE ON 
THE ECONOMIC REPORT 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, ac

cording to the text of the Employment 
Act of 1946, the Joint Committee on the 
Economic Report is supposed to file its 
report on the 1st of March. The com
mittee voted unanimously yesterday 
morning to request that it be given until 
March 15 to file its report. I ask unani
mous consent that this additional time 
be granted to the committee. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

PRELIMINARY REPORT OF THE 
UNITED STATES COMMISSION 
FOR THE CELEBRATION OF THE 
200TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
BIRTH OF ALEXANDER HAMIL
TON (S. DOC. NO. 12) 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, Senate 
Joint Resolution 140, which was passed 
by the 83d Congress, 2d session, estab
lished a commission for the celebration 
of the 200th anniversary of the birth of 
Alexander Hamilton. Section 6 of Pub
lic Law 601 requires the Commission to 
make a report to Congress on or before 
March 1, 1955. As chairman of the 

Alexander Hamilton Bicentennial Com
mission, I submit a preliminary report, 
and I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD at this point, and 
also that it be printed as a Senate doc
ument. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the report will be printed 
in the RECORD; and, without objection, 
the report will also be printed as a Sen
ate document. 

The preliminary report, presented by 
Mr. MUNDT, is as follows: 
PRELIMINARY REPORT OF THE UNITED STATES 

COMMISSION FOR THE CELEBRATION OF THE 
2C0TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE BIRTH OF ALEX
ANDER HAMILTON, WHICH OCCURS IN 1957 

WASHINGTON, D. C., F ebruary 24, 1955. 
To the Senate and the House oj Representa

tives: 
Senate Joint Resolution 140, to establish a 

Commission for the celebration of the 200th 
anniversary of the birth of Alexander Hamil
ton, passed by the 83d Congress, 2d session, 
was approved by the President on August 20, 
1954 (Public Law 601, ch. 770). 

Pursuant to the law: 
The E"pzaker of the House of Representa

tives, on August 21, 1954, appointed the fol
lowing Representatives as members of the 
Commission: 

Hon. FREDERIC R. COUDERT, JR., Of New York. 
:Hon. THOMAS E. MARTIN, of Iowa. 
Hon. PETER w. RoDINO, JR., of New Jersey. 
Hon. JOHN J. ROONEY, of New York. 
The President of the Senate on November 

17, 1954, appointed the following Senators to 
be members of the Commission: 

Hon. HARRY FLOOD BYRD, of Virginia. 
Hon. THOMAS C. HENNINGS, JR., Of Missouri. 
Hon. IRVING M. IVES, of New York. 
Hon. KARL E. MuNDT, of South Dakota. 
The President of the United States on Jan-

uary 11, 1955, the 198th anniversary of Ham
ilton's birth, appointed the following persons 
as members of the Commission: · 

Milton G. Baker, of Pennsylvania. 
Edward R. Burke, of Maryland. 
Mrs. Marie Coffin, of the District of Co

lumbia. 
George M. Humphrey, Secretary of the 

Treasury. 
Laurens M. Hamilton, of Virginia. 
John A. Krout, of New York. 
Clark Haynes Minor, of New York. 
Mrs. Margaret W , Patterson, of New York. 
On February 1, 1955, at the call of-the Sec-

retary of the Treasury, the Alexander Hamil
ton Bicentennial Commission met in the 
Secretary's office for the purpose of organiza
tion. Senator KARL E. MUNDT was elected 
Chairman, and Representative l"REDERIC R. 
CouDERT, JR., was elect ed Vice Chairman, pur
suant to the terms of the law. Mr. W. Ran
dolph Burgess, Under Secretary of the Treas
ury for Monetary Affairs, was named Secre
tary of the Commission, and Mr. Robert A. 
Dillon, of the Treasur.y Department, was 
named Assistant Secretary. 

The Commission established an Executive 
Committee of 5 members, consisting of the 
Chairman, the Vice Chairman, and 3 to be 
appointed by the Chairman. The Secretary 
was made an ex officio member of the. Execu
tive Committee . . The Chairman named Mr. 

· Burke, Mr. Hamilton, and Representative 
RooNEY to serve with himself and the Vice 
Chairman on the Executive Committee. 

The Executive nommittee of the Commis
sion met in Senator MuNDT's office on Feb
ruary 7, 1955. The executive offices of the 
Commission were established at 1624 I Street 
NW., Washington, D. C., through the cour. 
tesy of the American Good Government So
ciety, and research space has been assigned 
by the Library of Congress in its Manuscripts 
Division. 

J. Harvie Williams, of the District of Co
lumbia, was appointed Director of the Com-

mission, and Dr. Frank Monaghan, also of 
the District of Columbia, was appointed His
torian of the Commission, to prepare a re
port for the Commission on plans and a 
p::ogram for signalizing the bicentennial of 
Alexander Hamilton in 1957, in accordance 
with section 2 of Public Law 601, which re
quires the Commission to give due consider
ation to any plan or plans which may be 
submitted to it. 

Meanwhile, the term of Representative 
Thomas E. Martin having expired with the 
83d Congress, the Speaker of the House ap
pointed Representative CARROLL REECE, of 
Tennessee, as a member of the Commis
sion. 

Section 6 of Public Law 601 requires the 
Commission to make a report to Congress 
on or before :r.Iarch 1, 1935, in order that 
further enabling legislation may be enacted. 
In view of the extremely limited time since 
the Commission was organized it is not pre
pared at this time to make definitive recom
mendations with respect to the programs of 
the Commission which might require such 
legislation. However, such a report will be 
made at the earliest possible date, perhaps 
by May 1, 1955. 

During the 10 months between Senator 
MuNDT's introduction of Senate Joint Reso
lution 140 and the organization of the Com
mission, informal work was done in behalf 
of its ultimate objectives. Indicative of the 
intense interest in Alexander Hamilton and 
his contributions to the building of the 
R epublic is the fact that several national 
organizations had established special com
mittees to cooperate with the proposed Com
mission, when appointed. 

Within 10 days of their appointments the 
Director and the Historian met in Washing· 
ton with special committees of the Manu
script Society and the American Association 
for State and Local History. Both of these 
committees, representing more than 1,800 
private collectors, museums, local libraries, 
and historical societies, have already submit
ted varied and excellent proposals which are 
now under consideration by the Commis
sion, together with others from within a.nd 
without the Commission. 

Our heartening experience with these two 
prominent organizations leads us to expect 

. equal cooperation from other national groups 
in strategic positions to further the ultimate 
program of the Commission. 

Among the suggestions made to the Com
mission from every informed source is the 
publication of an adequate and compre
hensive edition of Hamilton's papers. Pre

·vious editions of Hamilton's works, inade
quate as they were, have long since been out 
of print, and are generally unavailable. The 
unpublished Hamilton materials now avail
able, together with a reediting of previously 
published manuscripts will provide the solid 
foundation for what the report of the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary called the finest 
monument that could be erected to Ham
ilton. This and all other proposals which 
have been or may be made will receive care
ful consideration by the Commission. 

The Commission plans to submit a com. 
prehensive report with recommendations on 
or about May 1,.. 1955. 

Respectfully submitted. 
KARL E . MUNDT, 

Chairman, Alexander Hamilton Bi
centennial Commission. 

EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR 
THE PRESIDENT TO ENTER INTO 
TRADE AGREEMENTS-AMEND· 
MENTS 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I sub· 
mit proposed amendments, in the nature 
of a substitute, intended to be proposed 
by me to the bill <H. R. 1) to extend the 
authority of the President to enter into 
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trade agreements under section 350 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, and 
for other purposes, and ask that they be 
printed, and appropriately referred. 

I have prepared a statement com· 
pletely explaining my views on this prob· 
lem which I .desire to submit as part of 
my remarks. 

In explanation of the proposed amend· 
ments, I wish to make just a short de· 
scription. 

The amendments are designed to bring 
the tariff-making procedure of the 
United States back into equilibrium 
again. This they do by the following: 

First. Continuing to provide for utiliz
ing the administrative facilities and serv· 
ices of the executive branch of the Fed
eral Government for the negotiation of 
trade agreements under standards and 
within limits of congressional delega
tions. 

Second. Revitalizing the United States 
Tariff Commission by establishing cri
teria as a basis for its escape clause rec
ommendations which also must be defi
nite and specific and which are so 
designed as to insure that congressional 
policy is carried out. 

Third. Reserving to the Congress the 
final decision on escape clause recom
mendations of the Tariff Commission. 

Briefly, the amendatory substitute I 
am introducing for H. R. 1 provides for: 

First. The extension of the trade 
agreement program. In this respect, it 
recognizes that the actual negotiation 
with regard to the thousands of items 
covered by trade agreement and tariff 
legislation is best handled by the execu
tive branch of the Federal Government. 

Second. It increases to seven the num
ber of Commissioners of the United 
States Tariff Commission, and provides 
for 7-year terms. Since the Commission 
is an expert body, it is essential that con
tinuity of policy and decision be provided 
for in the Commission's organizational 
structure. This is best assured by hav
ing an odd number of Commissioners, 
with long tenure, and with one member 
leaving the Commission each year. 

Third. It returns to the Congress sub
stantive control over trade and tariff 
legislation, by requiring the Tariff Com
mission to keep the Congress informed 
as to the effect, before their conclusion, 
of proposed reciprocal trade agreements; 
in the case of.findings of the Tariff Com
mission on esca'pe-clause actions, it re
serves to either House of Congress the 
power by a majority vote Df its mem
bers to override such findings, which 

·otherwise, in the absence of such a ·vote, 
would become final. . 

Fourth. It sets up a procedure-very 
similar to the method used in the Reor
ganization Act-by which the recom
mendations of the Tariff Commission 
are to be handled. The language pro
viding for special rules for handling leg
islation in the absence of action by the 
Congress is necessary, in order to meet 
constitutional requirements. 

Mr. President, I submit the amend
ments, in the nature of a substitute, for 
appropriate reference. I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendments and the 
statement explaining them be printed in 
the body of the RECORD. . 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendments will be received, printed, 
and appropriately referred; and, without 

. objection, the amendments and state
ment will be printed in the REcORD. 

The amendments were referred to the 
Committee on Finance and ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"That this act may be cited as the "Trade 
Agreements Extension Act of 1955." 

"SEc. 2. The period during which the 
President is authorized to enter into foreign 
trade agreements under section 350 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19 U. S. C., 
sec. 1351), is hereby extendod from June 
12, 1955, until the close of June 30, 1957. 

"SEC. 3. (a) Subsection (a) of section 350 
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19 U.S. 
C., sec. 1351 (a)), is hereby amended to read 
as follows: 

" ' (a) ( 1) For the purpose of expanding 
foreign markets for the products of the 
United States (as a means of assisting in 
establishing and maintaining a better rela
tionship among various branches of Ameri
can agriculture, industry, mining, and com
merce) by regulating the admission of for
eign goods into the United States in accord
ance with the characteristics and needs of 
various branches of American production so 
that foreign markets will be made available 
to those branches of American production 
which require and are capable of developing 
such outlets by affording corresponding 
market opportunities for foreign products in 
tpe United States, the President, whenever 
he finds as a fact that any existing duties or 
other import restrictions of the United States 
.or any foreign country are unduly burdening 
and restricting the foreign trade of the 
United States and that the purpose above 
.declared will be promoted by the means here
.inafter specified, is authorized from time to 
time-

"'(A) To enter into foreign trade agree
ments with foreign governments or instru
mentalities thereof: Provided, That no provi
sion in any such agreement shall be given 

· effect in a manner inconsistent·with existing 
legislation Of the United States: Provided 
further, That the enactment of the Trade 
Agreements Extension Act of 1955 . shall not 
be construed to determine or indicate the 
approval or disapproval by the Congress of 
the Executive Agreement known as the Gen
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. 

" ' (B) To proclaim such modifications of 
existing duties and other import restrictions, 
or such additional import restrictions, or 
such continuance, and for · such minimum 
periods, of existing customs or exercise treat
ment of any article covered by foreign trade 
agreements, as are required or appropriate 
to carry out any foreign trade agreement that 

. the President has entered into hereunder. 
"'(2) No proclamation pursuant to para

graph (1) (B) of .this subsection shall be 
made- . 

"'(A) Increasing by more than 50 percent 
any rate of duty existing on January 1, 1945. 

"'(B) Transfering any article between the 
dutiable and free lists. 

"'(C) In order to carry out a foreign trade 
agreement entered into by the President be
fore June 12, 1955, 
decreasing by more than 50 percent any rate 
of duty existing on January 1, 1945. 

"'(D) In order to carry out a foreign-trade 
agreement entered into by the President on 
or after June 12, 1955, decreasing (except as 
provided in paragraph ( 4) of this subsection) 
any rate of duty below the lowest of the 
following rates: 

"'(i) The rate .10 percent below the rate 
existing on July 1, 1955. 

" ' ( ii) In the case of any article which the 
President determines, at the time the for-

eign-trade agreement is entered into, is nor
mally not imported into the United States 
or is normally imported into the United 
States in negligible quantities, the rate 50 
percent below the rate existing on January 1, 
1945. This clause shall not apply with re
spect to any article unless it is identified in 
the list required by section 3 (a) of the 
Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as 
amended (19 U. S. C., sec. 1360 (a)), for 
possible consideration as an article which is 
normally not imported into the united States 
or is normally imported into the United 
States in negligible quantities. 

"'(iii) In the case of any article subject to 
an ad .valorem rate of duty above 50 percent 
(or a combination of ad valorem rates ag
gregating more than 50 percent), the rate of 
50 percent ad valorem (or a combination of 
ad valorem rates aggregating 50 percent). 
In the case of any article subject to a spe
cific rate of duty (or a combination of rates 
including a specific rate) the ad valorem 
equivalent of which has been determined by 
the President to have been above 50 percent 
during a period determined by the President 
to be a representative period, the rate 50 per
cent ad valorem or the rate (or a combina
tion of rates), however stated, the ad valorem 
equivalent of which the President determines 
would have been 50 percent during such pe
riod. The standards of valuation contained 
in section 402 of this act (as in effect during 
the representative period) shall be utilized 
by the President, to the maximum extent he 
finds such utilization practicable, in making 
the determinations under the preceding sen
tence. 

"'(3) (A) Subject to the provisions of sub
paragraphs (B) and (C) of this paragraph, 
the provisions of any proclamation made un
der paragraph (1) (B) of this subsection, 
and the provisions of any proclamation of 
suspe·nsion under paragraph ( 5) of this sub
section,.shall be in effect from and after such 
time as is specified in the proclamation. 
· "'(B) In the case of any decrease in duty 
to which paragraph (2) (D) of this subsec
tion applies- . 

"'(i) if the total amount of the decrease 
under the foreign-trade agreement does not 
exceed 10 percent of the rate existing on July 

· 1, 1!;}55, the amount of decrease becoming 
initially effective at one time shall not ex
ceed 5 percent of the rate existing on July 
1, 1955; 

"'(ii) except as provided in clause (i), not 
more than one-half of the total amount of 
the decrease under the· foreign-trade agree
ment shall become initially effective at one 
time; and 

"'(iii) no part of the decrease after the 
first part shall become initially effective un
til the immediately previous part shall have 
been in effect for a period or periods aggre
gating not less than 1 year. 

"'(C) No part of any decrease in duty to 
which the alternative specified in paragraph 
(.2) (D) (i) of this subsection applies shall 
become initially effective after the expiration 
of the 2-year period which begins on July 1, 
1955. If any part of such decrease has be
come effective, then for purposes of this sub
paragraph any time thereafter during which 
such part of the decrease is not in effect by 
reason of legislation of the United States or 
action thereunder shall be excluded in de
termining when the 2-year period expires. 

" '(D) If the President determines that 
such action will simplify the computation of 
the amount of duty imposed with respect to 
an article, he may exceed any limitation spec
ified in paragraph (2) (D) or paragraph (4) 
of this subsection or subparagraph (B) of 
this paragraph · by not more than whichever 
of the following is lesser: 

"' (i) The difference between the limita
tion and the next lower whole number, or 

"' One-half of 1 percent ad valorem. 
In the case of a specific rate (or of a combi
nation of rates which i~cludes a specific 
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rate), the one-half of 1 percent specified 
in clause (ii) of the preceding sentence shall 
be determined in the same r..'lanner as the 
ad valorem equivalent of rates not stated 
wholly in ad valorem terms is determined 
for the purposes of paragraph (2) (D) (iii) 
of this subsection. 

"'(4) Notwithstanding the foregoing limi
t ations on the amount of decreases in duty 
that may be proclaimed in order to carry 
out foreign-trade agreements-

" '(A) in order to carry out a foreign-trade 
agreement entered into on or after June 12, 
1955, to which the Government of Japan is 
a party, and with respect to which notice of 
intention to negotiate was published on 
November 16, 1954 (19 F. R. 7379), the proc
lamation may, if the President determines 
that the decrease is necessary in order to 
provide expanding export markets for prod
ucts of Japan (including such markets in 
third countries), decrease by not to exceed 
50 percent any rate of duty existing on Jan
uary 1, 1945; and 

" • (B) if such agreement is entered into 
before July 1, 1955, such reduced rate may 
be further decreased by an amount not to 
exceed 10 percent thereof. 

" • ( 5) In exercising his authority under 
this section, the President shall avoid, to the 
maximum extent he deems practicable and 
consistent with the purpose of this section, 
the subdivision of classification categories. 

"'(6) Subject to the provisions of section 5 
of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 
1951 (19 U.S. C., sec. 1362), duties and other 
import restrictions proclaimed pursuant to 
this section shall apply to articles the growth, 
produce, or manufacture of all foreign coun
tries, whether imported directly or indirectly: 
PTOvided, That the President shall, as soon as 
practicable, suspend the application to ar
ticles the growth, produce, or manufacture 
of any country because of its discriminatory 
treatment of American commerce or because 
of other acts (including the operations of 
international cartels) or policies which in 
his opinion tend to defeat the purpose of 
this section. 

"'(7) The President may at any time ter
minate, in whole or in part, any proclama
tion made pursuant to this section.' 

"(b) The last sentence of section 350 (b) 
of the Tariff ,Act of 1930, as amended ( 19 
U. S. C., sec. 1351 (b)), is hereby amended 
to read as follows: 'No rate of duty on prod
ucts of Cuba shall be decreased-

" '(1) In order to carry out a foreign trade 
agreement entered into by the President be
fore June 12, 1955, by more than 50 percent 
of the rate of duty existing on January 1, 
1945, with respect to products of Cuba. 

"' (2) In order to carry out a foreign trade 
agreement entered into by the President on 
or after June 12, 1955, below the applicable 
alternative specified in subsection (a) (2) 
(D) or (4) (subject to the provisions of-sub
section (a) (3) (B), (C), and (D)), each such 
alternative to be read for the purposes of 
this paragraph as relatir_g to the rate of 
duty applicable to products of Cuba. With 
respect to products of Cuba, the limitation 
of subsection a) (2) (D) (iii) may be ex
ceeded to such extent as may be required to 
maintain an absolute margin of preference 
to which such products are entitled.' 

"(c) Subsection (c) of section 350 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended ( 19 U. S. C., 
sec. 1351 (c)), is hereby amended by insert
ing '(1)' after '(c)', by striking out '(1)' 
and inserting in lieu thereof '(A)', by strik
ing out '(2)' and inserting in lieu thereof 
• (B)', and by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

" • ( 2) For purposes of this section-
" '(A) Except as provided in subsection 

(d), the terms "existing on January 1, 1945" 
and "existing on July 1, 1955" refer to rates 
of duty (however established, and even 
though temporarily suspended by act of Con
gress or otherwise) existing on the date 
specified, except rates in effect by reason of 

action taken pursuant to section 5 of the 
Tiade Agreements Extension Act of 1951 (19 
U.S. C., sec. 1362). 

" • (B) The term "existing" without the 
specification of any date, when used with 
respect to any matter relating to the con
clusion of, or proclamation to carry out, a 
foreign trade agreement, means existing on 
the day on which that trade agreement is 
entered into.' 

"(d) Section 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, 
as amended (19 U. S. C., sec. 1351, is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"'(e) The President shall submit to the 
Congress an annual report on the operation 
of the trade-agreements program, including 
information regarding new negotiations, 
modifications made in duties and import 
restrictions of the United States, reciprocal 
concessions obtained, modifications of exist
ing trade agreements in order to effectuate 
more fully the purposes of the trade-agree
ments legislation (including the incorpora
tion therein of escape clauses), and other 
information relating to that program and to 
the agreements entered into thereunder.' 

"SEc. 4. Subsection (b) of section 6 of the 
Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as 
amended (19 U. S. C., sec. 1363 (b)), is 
hereby amended by striking out the second 
sentence thereof. 

"SEc. 5. (a) Section 3 (a) of the Trade 
Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as 
amended (19 U. S. C., sec. 1360 (a)), is 
hereby amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

" 'At the time the Commission makes any 
report under this subsection to the Presi
dent, it shall transmit a copy of such report 
to the Senate and a copy of such report to 
the House of Representatives. If either the 
Senate or the House of Representatives, or 
both, are not in session at the time of such 
transmission, the copy shall be filed with the 
Secretary of the Senate, or the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives, or both, as the 
case may be.' 

"(b) Section 6 (a) of the Trade Agree
ments Extension Act of 1951, as amended ( 19 
U. S. C., sec. 1363), is amended to read as 
follows: 

"'(a) No reduction in any rate of duty, 
or binding of any existing customs or excise 
treatment, or other concession hereafter pro
claimed under section 350 of the Tariff Act 
of 1930, as amended, shall be permitted to 
continue in effect when importation or pro
spective importation, either actual or rela
tive, of increased quantities of any product 
upon which a concession has been granted 
under a trade agreement, resulting, in whole 
or in part, from the duty or other customs 
treatment reflecting such concession, causes 
or threatens serious import injury to the 
domestic industry producing either like or 
directly competitive products. • 

"(c) Section 7 of the Trade Agreements 
Extension Act of 1951, as amended ( 19 
U. S. C., sec. 1364), is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

"'SEc. 7. (a) _Upon the request of the 
President, upon resolution of either House 
of Congress, upon resolution of either the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate or the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives, upon its own motion, or 
upon application of any interested party, 
the United States Tariff Commission shall 
promptly make an investigation and make 
a report thereon not later than 9 months 
after the application is made to determine 
whether importation or prospective importa
tion, either actual or relative, of increased 
quantities of any product upon which a 
concession has been granted under a trade 
agreement, resulting in whole or in part, 
from the duty or other customs treatment 
reflecting such concession, causes or threat
ens serious import injury to the domestic 
industry producing either like or directly 
competitive products. 

"'(b) In the course of any such investi
gation, whenever it finds evidence of serious 
import injury or threat of serious import 
injUiy or whenever so directed by resolution 
of either the Committee on Finance of the 
Senate or the Committee on Ways and Means 
of the House of Representatives, the Tariff 
Commission shall hold hearings giving rea
sonable public notice thereof and shall afford 
reasona~le opportunity for interested parties 
to be present, to produce evidence, and to be 
heard at such hearings. 

" ' (c) Should the Tariff Commission find, 
as a result of its investigation and hearings, 
that importation or prospective importa
tion, either actual or relative, of increased 
quantities of any product upon which a con
cession has been granted under a trade 
agreement, resulting, in whole or in part, 
from the duty or other customs treatment 
reflecting such concession, causes or threat
ens serious import injury to the domestic 
industry producing either like or directly 
competitive products, it shall find and de
clare the extent to which and the time for 
which-

" '(1) permanent withdrawal of the con
cession; 

"'(2) modification of the concession; 
" ' ( 3) suspension of the concession in 

whole or in part; 
"'(4) limitation of the quantity of the 

product which may be entered, or withdrawn 
from warehouse for consumption; or 

" ' ( 5) any combination of any of the 
foregoing; 
is necessary in order to prevent or remedy 
such injury or threat thereof. Such find
ing and declaration shall be embodied 
in a plan for the taking effect of the ac
tion so found and declared to be necessary 
in order to prevent or remedy such injury 
or threat thereof, which plan (bearing an 
identifying number) shall be transmitted 
by the Tariff Commission to the Congress. 
The delivery to both Houses shall be on the 
same day and shall be made to each House 
while it is in session. 

"'(d) Without excluding other factors of 
import injury, the Commission shall con
sider any of the following factors as con
stituting import injury with respect to a 
domestic article when caused or threatened 
to be caused, in whole or in part, by the im
portation of competitive imported articles: 

" ' ( 1) Unemployment, layoffs, or curtail
ment of workweek; 

"' (2) Reduction in actual or relative 
wages, including reduction of "fringe bene
fits" enjoyed in lieu of wages; 

"'(3) Decline in prices or sales; 
"'(4) Rising inventory; 
"'(5) Decline in profits of, or operation at 

a loss by, the manufacturer, producer, grow
er, or wholesaler; 

"'(6) In the case of an agricultural prod
uct, a return to the grower or producer below 
the established parity price for such prod
uct; 

"' (7) Decline in flow of investment into 
plant expansion, new equip:oent, or other 
improvements; 

" ' ( 8) Decline in proportionate ·share of 
the domestic market enjoyed by the domes
tic article; 

"'(9) Increase in the importation of lil~e 
or directly competitive imported articles 
accompanied by unused, but available and 
suitable, capacity to produce, manufacture, 
or grow domestic articles; 

"'(10) Inability to meet promotion, adver
tising, and customer services provided for a 
like or directly competitive imported article, 
to the extent that such inability is due to the 
lower landed costs of the imported article or 
to payments from foreign sources not in
cluded in the landed cost of the imported 
article; and 

" • ( 11) In the case of any natural-resource 
industry or of any industry determined to 
be essential to the national security by the 
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National Security Council, a productive 
capacity of the domestic industry which is 
less than the peacetime requirements of the 
domestic market for the article produced 
or manufactured by the domestic industry, 
plus a reasonable reserve over and above 
peacetime requirements for emergency use. 

" • (e) Evidence of import injury may show 
that such injury exists, or is threatened to 
exist, with respect to domestic articles pro
duced or sold by an entire industry, or pro
duced or sold by any substantial or other
wise readily determinable segment thereof. 
Where a particular business enterprise is 
engaged in operations involving more than 
one such industry, or more than one such 
'Segment of a single industry, the Commission 
shall distinguish or separate the respective 
operations of such business enterprise for 
the purpose of determining import injury; 
and in examining the factors set forth in 
subsection (d), the domestic 'industry shall 
be held to include only those operations that 
relate directly. to the production of the prod
ucts under investigation. 

"'(f) (1) Except as may be otherwise pro
vided under paragraph (3) of this subsec
tion, the provisions of any plan transmitted 
under subsection (c) of this section shall 
take effect on the expiration of the first 
period of 60 calendar days, of continuous 
session of the Congress, following the date 
.on which the plan is transmitted to it; 
but only if, between the date of transmit
tal and the expiration of such 60-day period 
there has not been passed by either of the 
two Houses, by the affirmative vote of a ma
jority of the authorized membership of that 
House, a resolution stating in substance 
that that House does not favor the plan. 

"'(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)-
" '(A) continuity of session shall be con

sidered as broken only by an adjournment 
of the Congress sine die; but 

"'(B) iri the computation of the 60-day 
period there shall be excluded the days on 
which either House is not in session because 
of an adjournment of more than 3 days to 

·a day certain. 
"' (3) Any provision of the plan may, un

der provisions contained in the plan, be made 
operative at a time later than the date on 
which the plan shall otherwise. take effect. 

"'(g) When, as the result of its investi
gations and hearings under this section, it is 
the judgment of the Tariff Commission that 
it is not necessary to take any action with 
respect to a product, it shall make and trans
mit to the Congress a report stating its find
ings and conclusions. 

"'(h) As used in this section the term 
"import injury" means the existence or threat 
of existence of any materially adverse ' ef
fect upon industry, agriculture, or labor, or 
segment thereof, engaged in the production 
or sale of any domestic article, caused in 
whole or in part by the importation of any 
like or directly competitive article.' 

"SEc. 6. (a) Subsections (a) and (b) of 
section 330 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended ( 19 U. S. C., sec. 1330), are hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

"'(a) · Membership: The United States 
Tariff Commission (referred to in this title 
as the "Commission") shall be composed of 
seven Commissioners appointed by the Pres
ident by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate. No person shall be eligible 
for appointment as a Commissioner unless 
he is a citizen of the United States, and, in 
the judgment of the President, is possessed 
of qualifications requisite for developing ex
pert knowledge of tariff problems and effi
ciency in administering the laws adminis
tered by the Commission. Not more than 
four of the Commissioners shall be mem
bers of the same political party. 

" ' (b) Terms of office: The term of office 
of a Commissioner shall expire 7 years from 
the expiration of the term fo'r which his 
predecessor was appointed; except that any 

Commissioner appointed to fill a vacancy oc
curring_ before the expiration of the term for 
which his predecessor was appointed shall 
be appointed for the· remainder of such 
term.' 

"(b) Notwithstanding section 330 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended by subsec
tion (a) of this section-

" ( 1) existing terms of office shall expire 
at the time provided therefor by such sec
tion 330 as in effect on the day before the 
date of the enactment of this act; 

"(2) the first term of office of the addi
tional Commissioner · provided for by sub
section (a) of this section shall expire · at 
the close of June 16, 1962; and 

" ( 3) the term of office of the Commissioner 
appointed to succeed the Commissioner 
whose term of office expires June 16, 1955, 
shall expire at the close of June 16, 1961. 

"(c) Subsection (d) of such section 330 is 
hereby repeal-ed. 

"SEc. 7. (a) The following provisions of 
this section are enacted by the ·congress: 

" ( 1) As an exercise of the rule-making 
power of the Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives, respectively, and, as such they 
shall be considered as part of the rules of 
each House, respectively, but applicable only 
with respect to the procedure to be followed 
in such House in the case of resolutions (as 
defined in subsection (b)); and such rules 
shall supersede other rules only to the ex
tent that they are inconsistent therewith; 
and 

"(2) With full recognition of the consti
tutional right of either House to change such 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure in 
such House) at any time, in the same man
ner and to the same extent as in the case 
of any other rule of such House. 

"(b) For purposes of this section, the 
term "resolution" means only a .resolution 
of either of the two Houses of Congress, the 
matter after the resolving clause of which 
is as follows: "That the --- does not 
favor the plan relating to tariff concessions 
numbered -- transmitted to the Congress 

_ by the Tariff Commission on ---, 19-.'', 
the first blank space therein being filled with 
the name of the resolving House and the 
other blank spaces therein being appro
priately filled; and does not include a reso
lution which specifies more than one plan. 

" (c) A resolution with respect to a plan 
relating to tariff concessions shall be re
ferred to the Committee on Finance of the 
Senate or to the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives by 
the President of the Senate or by the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, as the case 
may be. 

"(d) (1) If the committee to which has 
been referred a resolution with respect to 
a plan relating to tariff concessions has not 
reported it before the expiration of 10 cal
endar days after its introduction, it shall 
then (but not before) be in order to move 
either to discharge the committee from fur
ther consideration of such resolution, or to 
discharge the committee from further con
sideration of any other resolution with re
spect to such plan which has been referred 
to the committee. 

"(2) Such motion may be made only by 
a person favoring the resolution, shall be 
highly privileged {except that it may not 
be made after the committee has reported 
a resolution with respect to the same plan), 
and debate thereon shall be limited to not 
to exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided be
tween those favoring and those opposing the 
resolution. No amendment to such motion 
shall be in order, and it shall not be in or
der to move to reconsider the vote by which 
such motion is agreed to or disagreed to. 

" ( 3) If the motion to discharge is agreed 
to or disagreed to, such motion may not be 
renewed, nor may another motion to dis
charge the committee be made with respect 
to any other resolution with respect to the 
same plan. 

"(e) (1) When the committee has re
ported, or has been discharged from fur
ther consideration of, a resolution with 
respect to a plan relating to tariff con
cessions, it shall at any time thereafter be 
in order (even though a previous motion 
to the same effect has been disagreed to) 
to move to proceed to the consideration of 
such resolution. Such motion shall be 
highly privileged and shall not be debatable. 
No amendment to such motion shall be in 
order and it shall not be in order to move 
to reconsider the vote by which such motion 
is agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(2) Debate on the resolution shall be 
limited to not to exceed 10 hours, which 
shall be equally divided between thm:e 
favoring and those opposing the resolution. 
A motion further to limit debate shall not 
be debatable. No amendment to, or motion 
to recommit, the resolution shall be in order, 
and it shall not be in order to move to re
consider the vote by which the resolution is 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

"(f) (1) All motions to postpone, made 
with respect to the . discharge from com
mittee, or the consideration of, a resolution 
with respect to a plan relating to tariff con
cession'S, and all motions to proceed to the 
consideration of other business, shall be 
decided without debate. 

"(2) All appeals from the decisions of the 
Chair relating to the application of the rules 
of the Senate or the House of Representa
tives, as the case may be, to the procedure 
relating to a resolution with respect to a 
plan relating to tariff concessions shall be 
decided without debate. 

"SEc. 8. (a) The amendment made by sec
tion 5 (a) of this act shall apply with respect 
to reports made under section 3 (a) of the 
Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951 
after the date on which this act, is enacted. 

"(b) The amendments made by subsec
tions (b) and (c) of section 5 of this act 
shall take effect on the day on which this 
act is enacted and shall apply with respect 
to any investigation with respect to which, 
before such date, the President has neither 
(1) taken action under section 7 (c) of the 

· Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, 
nor (2) submitted a report to the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House and to the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate in ac
cordance with such section 7 (c) . 

" (c) Section 7 of this act shall take effect 
on the day on which this act is enacted." 

Amend the title so as to read: "An act to 
extent the authority of the -President to en
ter into trade agreements under section 350 
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, to 
establish an improved escape clause proce
dure, and for other purposes." 

The statement presented by Mr. 
WATKINS is as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WATKINS 
Several decades ago when changes were 

needed in our tariff laws the Congress, under 
its constitutional authority "to lay and col
lect taxes, duties, imports, and excises," al
most did the job unassisted by the executive 
branch of the Government. In those days, 
the House Ways and Means Committee gen
erally assembled in Washington several 
months in advance of the convening of the 
Congress. It divided itself into subcommit
tees which held hearings and prepared the 
applicable provisions of the bill on different 
portions of the tariff problem. Once the full 
committee ha<i acted upon the bill, which 
sometimes was discussed in the majority 
party caucus, it went directly to the House of 
Representatives where it was likely to be the 
most important matter before the House that 
session. 

The measure, formally having passed the 
House, was then transmitted to the Senate, 
where, in all probability the Finance Com
mittee had been conducting hearings simul
taneously with the House Ways and Means 
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Committee. The Senate in those days gen
erally introduced such extensive changes that 
for all intent and purpose it amounted to a 
new measure. Invariably, therefore, detailed 
commodity tariff legislation was written in 
conference, where compromise generally pro
duced a measure that would pass both 
Houses. 

As the economy grew and developed, it 
likewise produced a vast number of complex 
problems of interest with multifarious rami
fications involving thousands of economic 
interest groups. Thus our complex society, 
as we are only too well aware, has been pro
ductive of an ever-increasing volume of legis
lative concern for the Congress. Limitations 
of time and the comple?City of certain aspects 
of this legislative concern have necessarily 
forced the Congress to qelegate some of its 
responsibilities to . the executive branch of 
the Government. Tariffmaking, the sub
ject matter of which involves schedules 
covering thousands upon thousands of prod
ucts, was one such activity which, over a 
period of time, has progressively passed by 
delegation to the executive. 

Exclusive tariffmaking by the Congress 
was plainly no longer tolerable by the time 
of the First World War, and, in 1916, the 
Congress created the United States Tariff 
Commission to assist the Congress. At that 
time the Commission's activities were lim
ited to the continuous investigation of all 
economic matters which had a bearing upon 
tariff policy, and the reporting of its findings 
to the President and the Congress; it had no 
independent authority to make changes in 
the tariff laws or in their administration. 

The Tariff Acts of 1922 and 1930, however, 
give the United States Tariff Commission the 
authorization to investigate cost of produc
tion differences between domestic and for
eign products and required it to recommend 
to the President, on the basis of its findings, 
specific increases or decreases in the appro
priate tariff rates. The President, in turn, 
was given authority to readjust tariff rates 
either up or down within a range of 50 per
cent. The effect of these two acts was to 
provide the United States for the first time 
with a flexible tariff policy which enabled 
cost differentials between domestic and for
eign production to be adjusted without 
awaiting the necessarily slow and very un
certain results of congressional attention 
and detailed legislation. 

With the passage of the Reciprocal Trade 
Agreement Act in 1934, the Congress began 
the gradual disintegration of its control, 
except in theory, over the tariff-making 
procedure. The United States Tariff Com
mission in effect has been reduced to a 
Presidental staff agency in the purest sense 
of the word "~taff" for its administrative 
history indicates that it serves mainly as an 
informative and advisory agency, an agency 
whose recommendations are seldom fol
lowed. By 1945, trade agreements were in op
eration· between the United States and 28 
countries. The result of these agreements 
by 1945 was that the general tariff level 
had been reduced almost to that prevailing 
under the so-called Underwood "low-tariff" 
act of 1913. More recent extensions as you 
are aware have given the President added 
authority to .reduce tariff rates still further. 

Simultaneously with vigorous activity on 
the part of the executive in developing the 
trade-agreements program there arose a 
growing volume of protest from certain seg
ments of American industry. The com
plaints have charged that such negotiated 
agreements contained tariff and other con
cessions which resulted not only in Ameri
can producers losing domestic markets but 
also in the demise of American industries. 
And as the years have gone by this conflict 
has grown and magnified, producing in its 
wake voluminous but conflicting opinions 
and literature on the subject of trade agree
ments. 

As I indicated in my remarks to the Sen
ate on January 26, 1954, I am in general 
agreement with that portion of President . 
Eisenhower's statement in his special mes
sage on foreign economic policy to the effect 
that all nations should mutually undertake 
the lowering of unjustified barriers to trade 
"on a mutual basis so that the benefits can 
be shared by all." But, as I said on that 
occasion, the "all" must include those do
mestic industries which are operating in 
the face of ruinous and disadvantageous 
competitive conditions with foreign imports. 
I firmly believe that an American trade 
policy must embody those features that will 
work toward the enlargement of interna
tional trade but in a manner consistent with 
maintaining a sound domestic economy. 

Our experience to date, however, seems 
to indicate that certain revisions in the 
trade-agreements program are necessary if 
these two objectives are to be realized. It 
is evident, I believe, that the Congress re
turn to itself a larger share of the direct 
responsibility for tariff-making policy in 
those areas of intense conflict which has 
been generated by the tt·ade-agreements 
program. The pendulum of tariff-making 
authority has simply swung too far toward 
the expediency of administrative negotia
tion and execution by the executive 
branch. It has swung so far in fact that 
it would cause a reasonably prudent person 
to conclude, I am sure, that the Congress de 
facto has completely abdicated its consti
tutional authority in this field. 

An analysis of escape-clause applications 
and their administrative disposal will make 
this quite clear. The escape clause, as you 
undoubtedly know, was not an original :.:>art 
of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act. 
Rather, it was the product of extensive lib
erality in granting tariff and other conces
sions by the executive branch under the 
trade-agreements program and the result of 
increasing protest by American industries 
adversely affected by excessive imports. The 
function of the escape clause is, of course, 
to compromise the conflict which arises be
tween the need and desirability of freer in
ternational trade and the need for pro
tecting defense and certain other industries 
fundamental to the economies of certain 
sections of the United States, the customs 
and traditions of our people, and for main
taining safeguards which protect wages, in
dustry, and agriculture. 

The early trade agreements negotiated 
under the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act 
of 1934 contained no general means of pro
viding realistic relief if a particular conces
sion proved unexpectedly injurious to a do
mestic industry. Although escape clauses 
had been contained in bilateral trade agree
ments since .1941 and in the General Agree
ment on Tariffs and Trade since 1947, it re
mained for the Congress, because of the 
difficulty of foreseeing the contingencies 
that might arise, to make the inclusion of 
an escape clause in new trade agreements 
a statutory requirement. This was accom
plished in 1951 by the passage of the Trade 
Agreements Extension Act. 

The facts, however, indicate that the 
executive branch of the Federal Govern
ment and the United States Tariff Commis
sion have not in general interpreted and ad
ministered the escape-clause provisions as 
the Congress so intended. First, let us 
examine the role of the Commission in this 
matter. In making recommendations to the 
President on applications for relief, it is 
interesting to note that of 56 applications, 
which were filed during the period 1948-54, 
the Commission recommended relief in 
only 12 instances, all but 2 of which involved 
only products of minor importance. 

These 12 favorable recommendations were 
made with respect to-

1. Women's fur, felt hats, and hat bodies 
(unanimous, September 25, 1950). 

2. Hatters' fur (unanimous, November 9, 
1951). 

3. Garlic ( 4 to 2, June 6, 1952). 
4. Watches, movements, and parts {first 

investigation, 4 to 2, June 14, 1952). 
5. Dried figs (unanimous, July 24, 1952). 
6. Tobacco pipes and bowls (unanimous, 

December 22, 1952) . 
7. Screen-printed silk scarves (unanimous, 

April 13, 1953). 
8. Scissors and shears ( 4 to 2, March 12, 

1954). 
9. Groundfish fillets (second investigation, 

3 to 2, May 7, 1954). 
10. Watches, movements, and parts (sec

ond investigation, 4 to 2, May 21, 1954). 
11. Lead and zinc (unanimous, May 21, 

1954). 
12. Alsike clover seed (unanimous, May 21, 

1954). 
Rather an unimpressive list, is it not? 

But why only 12 favorable applications? In 
part, because the Congress has failed to 
establish definite criteria for the Commission 
to follow in arriving at decisions. But pri
marily it is because the Commission in con
sidering the effect of increased imports on 
production, profits, and employment has 
consistently held that an industry is deemed 
to include, for purposes of escape-clause re
lief, all the operations of the constituent firm 
making the application, rather than only 
those operations that are directly related to 
the production of the product identified in 
the escape-clause application. 

This interpretation has directly served to 
nullify the intent of the Congress to give 
needed tariff relief. Representative CLEVE
LAND M. BAILEY, of West Virginia, the author 
of the escape clause contained in the Trade 
Agreements Extension Act of 1951, made this 
very clear in a speech delivered to the House 
of Representatives on May 26, 1954. This 
speech, which was entitled "Tariff Commis
sion Interpretation of Domestic Industry 
Nullifies Escape Clause in Trade Agreements 
Extension Act of 1951," is worthy of the 
attention of every Member of the Senate, and 
I ask, Mr. President, that it be printed in 
the RECORD at this point in my remarks. 
(See exhibit I.) 

Now, let us examine for a moment the role 
the President has played in acting upon fa
vorable recommendations of the United 
States Tariff Commission. How close has 
the President followed what we must pre
sume to be the expert recommendations of 
the Tariff Commission? Of the 12 favorable 
Commission recommendations I named a few 
moments ago, you will observe the following: 

1. Seven were unanimous decisions and in-
cluded-

(a) Women's fur felt hats and hat bodies. 
(b) Hatter's fur. 
(c) Dried figs. 
(d) Tobacco pipes and bowls. 
(e) Screen-printed silk scarves. 
(f) Lead and zinc. 
(g) Alsike clover seed. 
2. Four were 4-to-2 decisions and in

cluded-
(a) Garlic. 
(b) Watches, movements, and parts (first 

investigation). 
(c) Watches, movements, and parts (sec

ond investigation). 
(d) Scissors and shears. 
3. One was a 3 to 2 decision and was made 

with respect to Groundfish fillets. 
In only five instances did the President 

follow the recommendations of the United 
States Tariff Commission. These five favor
able actions by the President involved the 
following: 

1. Four products which the Commission 
unanimously believed needed relief. They 
included-

( a) Women's fur felt hats and hat bodies. 
(b) Hatter's fur. 
(c) Dried figs. 
(d) Alsike clover seed. 
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2. The other product-watches, move

ments, £..nd parts (second investigation)
involved a favorable recommendation decided 
by a 4 to 2 vote of the Commission. 

In these other cases the President refused 
to grant relief even though by unanimous 
vote the Tariff Commission had recommend
ed such action. These included-

( 1) Tobacco pipes and bowls. 
(2) Screen printed silk scarves. 
(3) Lead and zinc. 
Likewise, he refused relief with respect to 

three 4 to 2 decisions and one 3 to 2 recom
mendation, which respectively involved

(!) Garlic. 
(2) Watches, movements, and parts (first 

investigation). 
( 3) Scissors and shears. 
( 4) Groundfish fillets {second investiga

tion) . . 
In these cases, despite the recommendation 

of the Tariff Commission, an expert body, 
the President held to the contrary that seri
ous injury to the domestic industry had not 
been established to his satisfaction. 

It is absolutely useless for the Congress of 
the United States to create an expert body 
that is largely investigational in nature and 
designed to lead to expert recommendation 
for administrative action in areas where it 
has .delegated to the executive branch exten
sive authority, as it has done with respect to 
trade and tariff matters. I believe, Mr. Presi
dtmt, that where such delegations have con
sistently been. abused and congressional in
tent evaded and nullified, the Congress 
should take necessary steps to correct the 
situation. 

A typical case in which the devastating 
effect of delegating too much authority to 
Executive discretion is readily apparent, con
cerning the escape clause in trade agreements, 
is well illustrated by the Screen Printed Silk 
Scarves case, an instance in which the Presi
dent refused to act favorably on a unanimous 
recommendation of the Commission. The 
original application for investigation was 
filed on April 14, 1952; the hearing date was 
set for February 24, 1953-nearly 10 months 
later. The Tariff Commission rendered its 
decision on April 13, 1953, and recommended 
to the President that tariff rates be increased 
to 65 cents. Three months later on June 10, 
1953, the President asked the Commission 
to restudy the case. Fourteen months later 
on August 6, 1954, the Commission sent to 
the President a second unanimous recom
mendation for relief. Yet on December 23, 
1954, the President, in spite of two unani
mous recommendations for relief, held in 
denying the industry relief that he could find 
no basis of injury. 

There is no doubt in my mind why the 
President of the United States could not 
find a "basis of injury." The reason he 
couldn't is because by the time he rendered 
his final denial thet·e was no screen printed 
silk scarf industry in the United States. 
The delay of 2 years and 4 months from 
the .date of the original application to that 
upon which the Tariff Commission made its 
second favorable recommendation saw 11 of 
the 13 domestic producers of screen painted 
silk scarves go out of business. The other 
two domestic producers "went to the wall" 
in the 51f2 months between the date of the 
Commission's second recommendation and 
the President's denial of relief in which he 
contended that he could find no basis of 
injury. 

These are soberinc facts indeed. It is quite 
evident, I submit, that the pendulum of 
responsibility for escape clause actions must 
swing toward greater control by the Con
gress. This is a portion of its constitutional 
authority wllich it must recall from the 
executive branch. But I want to make it 
just as clear, for reas3ns I discussed at the 
beginning of my remarks, that we cannot, 
with respect to the general responsibility 
for negotiating trade and tariff matters, re-

turn to the cumbersome and slow procedure 
which saw the Congress try to write detailed 
tariff legislation. 

ExHmiT I 
TARIFF COMMISSION INTERPRETATION OF "Do

MESTIC INDUSTRY" NULLIFIES ESCAPE CLAUSE 
IN: TRADE AGREEMENTS EXTENSION ACT OF 
1951 

(Speech of Hon. CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, Of 
West Virginia, in the House of Representa
tives, Wednesday, May 26, 1954) 
Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, once more I feel 

compelled to call the attention of my col
leagues to the grave situation of many of 
our Nation's domestic industries that are 
threatened by increasing and unrestricted 
imports of foreign goods. 

Our reciprocal trade policy, in effect since 
1934, has never h ad a test of operating under 
peacetime conditions. Emergencies like the 
depression of the thirties, World War II, and 
later the Korean situation, have tended to 
lessen the ill affects of our trade policy on 
many of our industries. We all know that 
war and the preparation for war is not a 
normal American situation. We also know 
how these periods of mobilization for defense 
affect our economy for the period of emer
gency. 

We are now face to face with realities. 
We know that under peacetime conditions, 
that such slogan as "More trade and less 
aid" can mean only the economic devasta
tion of large areas in our country, while 
our domestic industries cannot compete with 
unrestricted imports manufactured under 
lower standards of wages and living condi
tions than we have in our American in
dustries. 

The Congress created the United States 
Tariff Commission in order to rid itself of 
the details of our trade policies. Since· dele
gating its authority to the Tariff Commis
sion, it has found it necessary to write into 
the Trade Agreements Act, the well-known 
peril-point and escape-clause provision. 

In my opinion, the Tariff Commission is 
violating the spirit and letter of the escape 
clause in the Trade Agreements Act. 

The Commission is asking companies seek
ing relief for a specified product under sec
tions 6 and 7 of the Trade Agreements Act 
to furnish information about their produc
tion and profits on other products and all 
phases of their business operations, includ
ing those not related to the product for which 
relief is sought. 

The Commission is using the information 
about other products and the overall activi
ties of the concerns to decide whether the 
production of a given product has been in
jured by imports and whether the petition 
for relief should be granted or denied. 

This attitude on the part of the Commis
sion, or perhaps I should say, some mem
bers of the Commission, can nullify for all 
practical purposes the escape-clause pro
vision. The majority of the companies mak
ing a product adversely affected by competi
tive imports also make other products, and 
have other business activities than those 
for the product for which relief is sought. 
If the definition of a domestic industry 
is to be expanded to cover all the activi
ties of concerns making a particular prod
uct, the escape clause, for all intents 
and purposes, goes out the proverbial win
dow. For example, if the production of pins 
is being injured by imports, relief is denied 
because the companies are making a profit 
on plumbing hardware. 

The whole matter .is brought into focus 
in a case-No. 28-involving the straight-pin 
industry. There is a similar case involving 
the safety-pin industry but, for the sake of 
simplicity, I will discuss only the straight
pin application. 

The straight-pin manufacturers--eight 
firms-filed on September 23, 1953, an ap
plication for an investigation under sections 

.6 and 7 of the Trade Agreements Act of 
1951 with respect to straight pins. 

However, the application did not furnish 
information about th.e business of the com
panies involved other than that relating to 
straight pins. Under part 207 of the Com
mission's rules of practice and procedure, 
the information as to products made and 
business activities other than those affecting 
the commodity for which relief is sought is 
asked for by the Commission. 

The applicants did not file information 
concerning their production and profits on 
products other than straight pins, contend
ing such information was not relevant or 
material to the ordered investigation of the 
straight-pin industry. They said the 
straight-pin industry would furnish the ex
traneous data only if it were required by 
subpena. · 

The Commission decided to institute the 
investigat ion-No. 28-but the absence of 
information on other products such as 
plumbing hardware was noted by the Com
mission Secretary, Donn N. Bent. He com
mented: 

"Such information is considered by the 
Commission to be pertinent to investiga
tions under section 7 of the Trade Agree
ments Extension Act of 1951, as amended, 
and will be called for in the course of the 
investigation with respect to straight pins." 

On March 25, 1954, the Tariff Commission 
held a public hearing in its investigation No. 
28 of the straight-pin industry. At the open
ing of the session, Commissioner McGill re
ferred to the fact that the industry had not 
furnished all the information it requires un
der its rules of procedure. He said that he 
and Commissioners Ryder and Edminster 
felt that the straight-pin industry had wil
fully refused to volunteer the data and that, 
consequently, he and the Commissioners 
"Joining in this statement will be unable to 
formulate findings on the merits of this in
vestigation." Although the Commission was 
given complete and detailed information 
with respect to production, sales, employ
ment, and profits in straight pins, these 
three Commissioners say they cannot formu
late findings without considering plumbing 
hardware, window chains, and many other 
unrelated products. 

Commissioner McGill added: 
"Inasmuch as it is obvious that the appli

cants did not intend to furnish the desired 
information voluntarily, we are of the opin
ion that the investigation should be termi
nated forthwith and that the Commission 
should immediately issue a report thereon, 
without formal findings. explaining the 
reasons for the termination of the investi
gation." 

What this amounts to is that 3 Commis
sioners of the 6 on the Tariff Commission 
have decided against the straight-pin in
dustry before hearing the case. They an
nounced their decision before even hearing 
the arguments of applicants. I think this 
is a very high-handed and arbitrary pro
cedure. Particularly do I think so since I 
think the law and every fact in the case 
justified the refusal of the straight-pin in
dustry to supply information other than that 
relating to the product in question. 

As I see it, the Commission has no business 
considering data other than that relating to 
straight pins. As one of the attorneys in 
the case put it: 

"By no stretch of the imagination could 
·tt be contended that the inquiry should 
extend into the manufacture of plumbing 
hardware with respect to these points, sim
ply because the manufacturer of pins also 
happens to make plumbing hardware in some 
other division of its corporate organization, 
and it is no more logical to extend the in
quiry into the sales and profits of the appli
cants arising from their production of other 
products.'" 

It is obvious I think that data on the 
overall act ivities of the concerns making 
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straight pins is desired for one object and 
one object only-for its bearing on the deci
sion in the straight pin case and in order 
to reject an otherwise meritorious case on 
the relevant and material straight pin facts. 
Otherwise, why, does the Commission ask for 
it? 

The bicycle case, decided in 1952 by the 
Commission, clearly shows that the Com
mission considered the overall status of the 
domestic concerns making bicycles and their 
production of unrelated products in finding 
that bicycles and bicycle parts were not 
being imported into this country in suf
ficient quantity as to cause or threaten to 
cause serious injury to the domestic industry. 
For example, in its statement of consider
ations bearing on findings and conclusion, 
the Commission said: 

"Most of the domestic bicycle producers 
manufacture various products in addition 
to bicycles and the importance of bicycle 
manufacture in their total operations varies 
widely. • • • Products manufactured by 
bicycle manufacturers in addition to bicycles 
and bicycle parts include other children's 
wheel goods, power lawn mowers, exhaust 
fans, and various defense products. * • • 

"The reported profits on total operations, 
expressed as a percentage of total sales, fol
lowed the same trend as profits on sales of 
bicycles and parts but averaged somewhat 
higher." 

Here the higher profits made on products 
other than bicycles was used as an im
portant factor in denying relief to bicycles. 
To contend that such a construction of the 
words "domestic industry" was in the intent 
of Congress is utterly absurd. It would make 
the escape clause meaningless to most prod
ucts suffering from imports. 

The split within the Commission over re
quiring the concerns seeking relief from 
imports on one product to file material on 
all their business operations on other prod
ucts is most sharply shown in the dissent 
by Commissioner Brossard in the wood 
screw case. Here the Commission decided 
that the imports of wood screws were not 
sufficient to warrant relief for the domestic 
industry. Commissioner Brossard said: 

"Were this phrase, 'domestic industry,' to 
be interpreted as including the profits of all 
other products such as rivets, hand tools, 
and builders' hardware, that might be pro
duced by the same concerns that produce 
wood screws, as long as the companies, 
though losing money on wood screws of iron 
or steel, were making such other products 
at a profit and the company was making an 
overall profit, or could find some other alter
native products to produce, other than wood 
screws, that would show an overall profit, 
few claims of injury would be allowed as a 
result of escape-clause investigations. Un
der such an interpretation, a great part of 
domestic production, article by article, 
might be forced to a stop by the destructive 
competition of imports and, if the manu
facturing companies turned to importing 
and made good profits at it, they would be 
adjudged to be uninjured as a 'domestic in· 
dustry.' Such an interpretation of this 
'domestic industry• phrase in the escape· 
clause law would practically nullify the 
escape-clause provision in trade agreements 
as a possible remedy of serious injury, and 
in effect would almost, if not entirely, void 
the escape-clause provisions of the Trade 
Agreements Extension Act." 

The specific issue comes down to the 
definition of the phrase, "domestic industry," 
in sections 6 and 7 of the Trade Agreements 
Extension Act, as amended. The legislative 
history of the Trade Agreements Act and 
other tariff legislation clearly shows that the 
manufacturers of straight pins constitute 
a domestic industry. 

I have carefully studied the arguments 
of the attorneys for the straight pin ap· 
plicants concerning the congressional intent 
and I agree with them fully. For the 
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benefit of my colleagues, I ask to have them 
printed in the RECORD at this point: 
"CONGRESSIONAL INTENT OF INJURY TO THE DO• 

MESTIC INDUSTRY PRODUCING LIKE OR DI
RECTLY COMPETITIVE PRODUCTS (STRAIGHT 
PINS) AS USED IN THE ESCAPE CLAUSE (SECS. 6 
AND 7) OF THE TRADE AGREEMENTS EXTENSION 
ACT OF 1951 

"(Extracts from Tariff Commission hearing 
record (March 25, 1954), in investigation 
No. 28 of the domestic straight pin in
dustry) 
"(Statements of: Alexander M. Heron, at

torney for applicants; Congressman Cleve. 
land Bailey, author of the escape clause; 
John Breckinridge, attorney for applicants; 
Commissioner George McGill, opening state
ment of hearing on behalf of himself and 
Commissioners Ryder and Edminster.) 

"(The opening statement of Commissioner 
McGill on behalf of himself and Commis· 
sioners Ryder and Edminster appears at the 
end of these extracts from the record.) 
"Statement of Alexander M. Heron, of the 

firm of Pope, Ballard & Loos, Washington, 
D. C., counsel to the applicant 
"Mr. HERON. The investigation here re· 

volves about the effect of increase in imports 
of straight or common p1ns in causing or 
threatening to cause a serious injury to the 
domestic industry of producing straight pins. 
The applicants manufacture 100 percent of 
the straight pins produced in the United 
States. In the questionnaire which was sent 
to the applicants, information was requested 
with respect to annual sales by the appli· 
cant of aU other products. Detailed infor· 
mation was requested with respect to the 
sales and profits of applicants in connection 
with the manufacture of lines of products 
other than straight pins. All of the appli· 
cants in this proceeding manufacture prod· 
ucts other than straight pins, with one ex
ception. Witnesses who will testify in the 
hearing shortly will explain in detail what 
those other products are. It is the position 
of the applicants here that the domestic 
industry of producing straight pins consists 
of the labor, the management, and the capi· 
tal devoted to the production of those pins. 
The evidence in the hearing will disclose 
that the manufacture of straight pins in· 
volves the use of labor and machinery which 
is not interchangeable with any other prod· 
uct manufactured by the applicants. 

"In other words, the machinery and equip· 
ment which is used for this purpose is not 
subject to being used for any other purpose 
by the applicants. Labor which is employed 
in the manufacture of straight pins can't be 
used interchangeably by the applicants in 
the manufacture of other products by them. 

"Now the correspondence which has oc· 
curred previously with the Commission sec· 
retary states at an earlier stage the appli
cants' position. On January 15 of 1953 the 
applicants, through their counsel, wrote to 
the Commission as follows: 

" 'We have your letter of December 31, 1952, 
concerning the above-named application'
and those were the applications which were 
later withdrawn-'and we regret very much 
that the Commission has decided to ignore 
the application on the ground that it "fails 
substantially to furnish information called 
for" and is "not properly filed" under the 
Commission's Rules of Practice and Proce
dure. 

" 'After a careful review of sections 6 and 
7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act 
of 1951 (under which this investigation was 
requested) and after a careful review of the 
Commission's rules, the applicants are confi
dent tlllat their application, as filed., did in· 
elude all of the information properly re· 
quired by the Commission's rules. More 
specifically, the applicants strongly feel that 
their application was "properly filed" within 
the meaning of procedural section 7 (a) of 
the .Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, 

the pertinent part of which commands that: 
"• * • upon application of any interested 
party, the United States Tariff Commission 
shall promptly make an investigation and 
make a report thereon * • • ." 

" 'The applicants feel that their applica· 
tion was "properly filed" within the meaning 
of this mandate of Congress and that the 
action of the Commission in deciding to 
ignore the application "as not property filed" 
was improper and not authorized by the 
statute. 

" 'Even though section 7 was designed and 
intended by Congress to set up the Com· 
mission's procedure under escape-clause in· 
vestigations and even though .the applicants 
are convinced that the Commission's rules 
cannot modify this congressional mandate 
that the Commission shall promptly make 
an investigation, they wish to state that in 
tl:eir considered opinion their application 
was properly filed even within the would-be 
terms and provisions of the Commission's 
rules. 

" 'The application did submit all of the 
information required by such rules. Sub· 
paragraphs (a), (}?), (c), and (d) of sec. 
tion 207.3 attempt to indicate the type of 
information which shall or must be in· 
eluded in an application and a review of 
the application will show that all such in· 
formation was included therein. Your let· 
ter does not question this fa.ct. 

"'You cite subparagraph (e) of section 
207.3 of the rules as indicating the type of 
information called for but which was not 
included in the application and you enclose 
a table indicating the desired additional in· 
formation. A review of this subparagraph 
(e) will show that it only states that the 
additional information indicated therein 
and the information indicated on the table 
enclosed with your letter should also be 
furnished with an application, to the ex· 
tent that it is readily available to the ap
plicant. 

" 'Thus, it is apparent that even the Com· 
mission's rules do not require that this in
formation must be submitted with the appli· 
cation. Some of such additional informa
tion was included in the application and the 
balance of it was not and is not readily avail
able to the applicants. Also such informa· 
tion could not possibly be put together in 
comparable and understandable form by the 
individual applicants prior to February 2 
as required by the Commission's action. The 
application clearly indicated that such ad· 
ditional information was not readily avail
able to the applicants but that it would be 
made available to Commission representa
tives by each individual applicant during 
the course of the investigation. 

" 'Furthermore, the applicants do not con· 
sider the information requested with respect 
to their production of other commodities as 
proper to be submitted to or even consid· 
erect by the Commission within the terms 
or intent of sections 6 and 7. The appli
cants have not requested an investigation 
concerning any of the products they produce 
other than safety pins. Consequently, they 
do not consider it appropriate to submit to 
the Commission information concerning 
their operations with respect to such other 
commodities (which differ from applicant 
to applicant). They consider themselves as 
representative of 100 percent of the domes· 
tic industry producing safety pins which are 
like and directly competitive with imported 
safety pins within the meaning of sections 
6 and 7. As to their -production of other 
products, which varies from company to 
company, they do not consider themselves 
as constituting a domestic industry within 
the meaning of said statute. Consequently, 
each individual applicant does not consider 
any information with respect to their pro· 
duction of other products as being material 
or relevant to the issue involved in the re· 
quested investigation. They also feel that it 
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would be improper for the Tariff Commis4 
sion even to consider any such information. 
They .feel that the sole question involved 
in a section 7 investigation would be the ef4 
feet of imported safety pins upon the Ameri4 
can producers, capital, and laborers employed 
in the production of safety pins, without re
gard to other income they might have or 
other products they might produce. 

" 'In view of these basic differences in in
terpretation of sections 6 and 7 and con
cerning the propriety of the Commission's 
rules to such extent as they may differ from 
the statute, the application is hereby with4 
darwn in accordance with rule 201.8 (d). 

" 'In view of section 201.10 of the Com
mission's rules concerning public notices 
and since the Commission does not consider 
this application as properly filed, it is as
sumed that the Commission has made no 
public notice of the receipt of this applica
tion and that its contents have not been dis
cussed with any parties outside of the Com4 
mission. Since there is to be no investiga
tion, the applicants are extremely anxious 
that the information contained in the appli4 
cation be kept strictly c;:mfidential. Conse
quently, it is hereby requested that all copies 
of the application be returned until such 
time as the applicants may decide to re
apply for an investigation. 

" 'Within a few days, the undersigned will 
drop by your office to pick up the applica
tion. Very truly yours, John Breckinridge, 
attorney for DeLong Hook & Eye Co.' 

' "Commissioner TALBOT. What is the date 
of that letter? 

"Mr. HERON. That letter, sir, is January 
15, 1953. 

"Now, a subsequent letter which followed 
the institution of the present investigation 
is dated October 31, 1953, addressed to the 
Commission Secretary: 

"'DEAR MR. BENT: We thank you for your 
letters of September 25 and October 30, 1953, 
advising that the Commission has, under 
sections 6 and 7 of the Trade Agreements Ex
tension Act of 1951, instituted Investigation 
No. 28 with respect to the straight (com
mon) pin industry and Investigation No. 29 
with respect to the safety pin industry. We 
acknowledge also the copies of the public 
notices of these investigations issued by 
the Commission. 

" 'The applicants are gratified that the 
Commission has instituted these two inves
tigations. We are instructed to inform the 
Commission that the applicants will submit 
to the Commission or make available to its 
reperesentatives any requested information 
in their possession, concerning imports or 
their domestic employment, production, 
costs, sales, and profits with respect to 
straight pins or safety pins, the two com
modities with which the announced inves
tigations deal. All books and records of 
each applicant dealing directly with these 
two commodities (or indirectly to such ex
tent as necessary for allocation of overhead 
costs or similar items) will be made avai14 
able for inspection to any authorized repre-
sentative of the Commission. · 

•• 'Your letters of September 25 and Octo
ber 30 comment upon the area and character 
of evidence to be called for and considered 
in connection with each investigation. 

"'As indicated in our letter of January 15, 
1953, it is our view that to such extent as 
the information indicated as desirable in 
paragraphs ( 2) , ( 3) , and ( 5) of section 207.3 
(e) of the Commission's Rules of Practice 
and procedure, and referred to in your let
ters, relates to the production or sales of 
commodities other than straight pins or 
safety pins, or to other sources of income, 
it is not material or relevant to the investi4 
gation of the straight pin industry or the in
vestigation of the safety pin industry within 
the meaning or sections 6 and 7 of the Trade 
Agreements Extension Act of 1951. The ap
plicants have not requested nor has the 

Commission ordered an investigation of the 
effect of imports upon applicants' produc
tion or sales of commodities other than 
straight pins or safety pins. Applicants do 
not presently claim that their profits from 
production of other commodities or that 
their income from other sources are being 
adversely threatened by imports. 

"'It is our position that an applicant's pro
duction of other commodities or its income 
from other sources does not constitute a 
part of the domestic industry producing 
straight pins or a part of the domestic indus
try producing safety pins. Also, it is our po
sition that applicants producing straight 
pins only are not a part of the domestic in
dustry producing safety pins and that the 
applicants producing safety pins only are not 
a part of the domestic industry producing 
straight pins. The two are separate and 
distinct industries and must stand on their 
own merits or demerits. 

" 'In past instances, as indicated by your 
letter, members of the Commission have 
taken a view different from that to which 
we subscribe, but this action on the part of 
'the Commission has not been unanimous. 
We wish to earnestly urge upon the Com
mission a further consideration of all of the 
factors involved in this question. For this 
reason, we shall not voluntarily supply in
formation beyond the boundaries indicated 
herein. We hope that upon consideration 
the Commission will uphold our view. How
ever, if the Commission concludes that a 
subpena on subpenas are to be issued to com
pel the production of this data, we shall 
promptly comply with such order. 

"'We wish to again emphasize the fact 
that all of the applicants, in each case, desire 
to cooperate fully with the Commission and 
its staff in supplying any and all requested 
information from their records dealing di
rectly with their production and sales of 
straight pins or safety pins, as the case may 
be. 

"'In order to facilitate their full coopera
tion, the applicants would like to suggest 
an informal conference at the Commission 
at the earliest convenient time. It is felt 
that such an informal conference would fa
cilitate a determination of the type of infor
mation with respect to safety pins and 
straight pins desired by the Commission and 
would enable the applicants to make their 
own preparations for supplying such infor
mation as fully and promptly as possible. 
At such a conference the applicants would 
also like to discuss the possibility of a 
change in the hearing dates the Commission 
has announced. 

"'Very truly yours, 
"'JOHN BRECKINRIDGE.' 

"We feel that a statement of our position 
on this point should be made at this time. 
Now the question for determination is what 
Congress in paragraphs 6 and 7, which con
stitute the escape clause and the formula 
for its operation, intended. That intent 
must be drawn from the statute itself, read 
against the background of legislative history. 

"Section 6, which constitutes the substan
tive portion of the escape clause, provides 
that no reduction shall be permitted to con
tinue in effect when the product is imported 
in such quantities as to cause or threaten 
serious injury to the domestic industry pro4 
ducing like products. 

"Section 7 sets up the procedure for ad
ministering the provisions of the preceding 
section. It provides for the institution of 
investigations and their conduct. It sets up 
the criteria for the Commission's guidance. 

"It sets up the criteria which in their en
tirety revolve about specific articl~s being 
imported and the production and the sale of 
specific articles in the United States. 

"The Commission is told that itr shall take 
into consideration a downward trend in the 
domestic industry concerned, of production, 
employment, prices. profits, and waees. No 

serious contention could be made that the 
production to which the act refers is any 
production other than that of the article 
involved. Likewise, the employment is the 
employment of personnel engaged in the 
manufacture of the article involved. 

"The prices are the prices of the article 
under consideration, and wages are the wages 
·of the employees who make the article. The 
Commission is told to take into considera
tion a decline in sales; an increase in im
ports, either actual or relative; a higher or 
growing inventory or a decline in proportion 
of the domestic market supplied by the 
domestic producers. 

"By no stretch of the imagination could 
it be contended that the inquiry should ex
tend into the manufacture of plumbing 
hardware with respect to these points, simply 
because the manufacturer of pins also hap
pens to make plumbing hardware in some 
other division of its corporate organization, 
and it is no more logical to extend the in
quiry into the sales and profits of the appli
cants arising from their production of other 
products. 

"Such inquiry is no more relevant to the 
determination of the effect of the importa
tion of straight pins upon domestic pro
ducers of safety pins than would be an in
quiry into the employment of the husbands 
and wives, the spouses or members of the 
families of the employees engaged in the op
eration of the machinery which produces the 
safety pins. 

"Aside from the minor purposes of raising 
revenue, tariff acts have represented pri
marily that degree of protection which Con
gress concluded should be afforded to the 
American production of each article or 
product which was named in the tariff and 
for which a duty was provided. The terms 
"domestic industry" and "domestic pro
ducers" have been used by Congress in the 
enactment of tariff legislation for years past. 
No purpose would be served by quoting dic
tionary definitions or referring to clarifica
tions made by various administrative 
branches of the Government in which simi
lar terms are used for different purposes or 
for their own convenience. These terms 
have a wide meaning or a narrow meaning. 
The question here is what did Congress in
tend when it used these terms in tariff legis
lation. 

"In 1921 the Emergency Tariff Act was 
passed. House Report No.1 of the 67th Con
gress, 1st session, on this bill, which is H. R. 
2435, declared the purpose of the bill to im
pose temporary duties on certain agricultural 
products to meet emergencies and to pre
vent dumping of foreign merchandise on the 
markets of the United States. Tariffs were 
placed on specified agricultural products. 

"Title I of the bill stated that it was 'to 
protect certain farm products.' It was the 
purpose of the bill and the intention of Con
gress to protect the American production of 
the specified articles named in the legis· 
lation. 

"The benefit to be derived from that pro
tection inured to the farmer, farm labor, and 
the investment of the farmer, all of which 
were involved in the production of those 
specific articles. 

"Title II of that same act, the Antidump
ing Act of 1921, discloses the same purpose, 
and an intention to protect an industry 
which is being or which is likely to be in
jured or is being prevented from being es
tablished by the importation of a class or 
kind of foreign merchandise at a price be
low market value in the country of origin, 

"The Tariff Act of 1922 and its legislative 
history again reaffirmed that the term indus
try or industries were used with reference 
to specifically named articles and specifically 
named products. The opening portion of 
that act recites that it is an act to 'regulate 
commerce with foreign countries, to encour
age the industries of the United State~· 
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"This was followed by a long list of spe~ 

cific articles and commodities which were to 
be subjected to a specified tariff. Obviously 
it was the production of the specified articles 
that Congress determined to encourage. 
This intention is demonstrated by a state
ment in the report of the Ways and Means 
Committee, bottom of page 3 . of Report No. 
248 of the 67th Congress, 1st session, on 
H. R. 7456, where it was said with respect 
to certain exceptions: 'where the committee 
thought that particular products which rep
resented infant industries or the materials 
essential to national preparedness have been 
given slightly increased rates.' 

"And then again, the same report at page 
18 states: 

"'A wide range of industries is covered by 
this schedule and a general statement would 
apply to them all.' 

"The schedule to which the reference is 
made is a long list of individual commodi
ties subjected to specified tariffs. And then 
the report continues: 
· " 'In the case of a number of articles, 
Japanese competition has become important 
since the beginning of the war.' 

"And it is obvious that the competition 
was with particular products and articles. 

"This same committee report goes on to 
say: 

"'Both straw and fur hats fall within this 
schedule, and constitute two very important 
industries.' 

"And there is demonstrated the fact that 
the industry is identified by its product and 
the producers of one type of hat are · a dif~ 
ferent industry from the producers of an
other type of hat. 

"The intention of Congress to protect 
American labor producing a product is found 
in Senate Report No. 595 on the same bill, 
that is, H. R. 7456. The Senate committee 
stated: 

" 'In the preparation of this measure your 
committee has endeavored to recommend 
rates that will afford protection to American 
industries and permit them to pay wages 
sufficient to enable our workmen to main
tain an American standard of living.' 

"On page 11 of that report which covers 
schedule 3 of metals and manufacturers of 
metals, the committee said: 

"'A general policy of adjusting rates on 
raw materials to protect the domestic min
ing interests without inflicting undue hard
ship upon the consuming interests was fol~ 
lowed throughout the metals schedule.' 

"And there you will observe that the min
ing interests were not considered one indus
try but that each mining product was con
sidered a separate industry. 

"In 1930 a new tariff act was passed, the 
purpose of which was 'An act to provide 
revenue, to encourage the industries of the 
United States, to protect American labor.' 

"And the industries to be protected by 
these were the industries engaged in the 
production of specified products. The Ways 
and Means Committee Report No. 77 of the 
71st Congress, 1st session, on H. R. 2667, 
stated: 

"'For the great majority of the articles for 
which it'-that is, the Tariff Act of 1922-
'provided protection, it is still efficient and 
sufficient.' 

"It was through the protection of Ameri
can production of named articles that indus
try was to be encouraged. 

"In discussing 'reasons for the readjust
ment,' the committee states: 

"'New products have been added to the 
list, improved machinery has been adopted 
both here and abroad, foreign competition 
has attacked production in new ways and 
new lines of products are being manufac
tured, destined primarily for the American 
market.' 

"The concern of Congress over new prod· 
ucts and improved machinery attacking do
mestic production clearly indicates that the 
product industry and the product named 

were considered as synonymous. The report 
continues: 

"'The protective policy does not exclude 
and it is not intended to exclude foreign 
products from our markets, but does pro
pose that such products should not come 
into this country to the detriment of Ameri
can producers and wage earners.' 

"And the producers are management and 
capital, and the wage earners are the labor 
engaged in the production of that specified 
article to which Congress gave its attention 
and to which it gave a specified tariff. 

"In discussing agriculture and industry on 
page 4 of the report, the committee states: 

"'Industries generally in the United States 
are in a sound and prosperous condition but 
there are a number of instances where the 
foreign competition is being sharply felt. 
There is a slackening in these (industries), 
loss of employment, and a number of in
stances were presented at the hearings show
ing that enterprises had been abandoned or 
were in serious straits.' 

"That the committee was thinking of each 
agricultural prod"..Ict as constituting an in
dustry is demonstrated on page 5, where it 
was said: 

"'Under the Underwood Act of 1913 agri
cultural products generally were put under 
three lists. The restoration of these prod
ucts to a dutiable status where they properly 
belong by the Tariff Act of 1922 has been of 
immense advantage to the agricultural in
dustries.' 

"Then again on page 9 : 
"'This bill is therefore presented as con

taining the readjustments necessary to give 
all our industries, all our laborers, and all 
our people a fair and equal opportunity in 
our great market and prosperity.' 

"In explaining schedule 3, which covered 
metal and manufacturers of metal, includ
ing straight pins, at pages 43 and 44, under 
the heading 'Electrical Machinery and Ap
paratus' it was said: 

" 'The products of this important group of 
industries are now dutiable under two para
graphs.' 

"And later under the heading 'Surgical 
and Dental Instruments' the committee said: 

" 'These are among the outstanding Amer
ican industries suffering from foreign com~ 
petition.' 

"In discussing hardware and tools, the 
committee referred to the whole group of 
industries producing hardware and tools. 

"In 1934 the Trade Agreements Act was 
passed. The President was authorized to 
reduce tariffs. The authority thus given con
stituted an implement of policy, the use of 
which necessarily had direct repercussions 
on domestic producers and domestic indus
try. 

"Recognition of this was at once apparent, 
as is shown by the escape-clause provisions 
administratively inserted in the trade agree
ments. That those provisions were insuffi
cient and ineffectual is demonstrated by the 
peril-point provision in 1948. 

"That the purpose of that enactment was 
solely for the protection of domestic pro
ducers is emphasized by the bitter minority 
report of the Committee on Ways and Means 
submitted to the 80th Congress, 2d session, 
report 2009. The report of the Committee 
on Finance, which was report 1558 in con
nection with the same bill, noted that there 
were complaints from widening sources that 
domestic producers who required protection 
against injurious competition from imports 
were not receiving adequate consideration in 
trade-agreement negotiations. The report 
emphasizes that the committee was con
cerned with the injury to domestic producers 
resulting from the trade-agreements pro
gram. The committee's report as to the ne~ 
cessity for the peril-point legislation turns 
largely about the injuries caused or threat
ened to domestic labor, capital, and man
agement producing a like or similar article 

to that imported under the concession of the 
trade agreement. 

"That act required the Commission before 
the commencement of negotiations for a 
foreign trade agreement to make an investi· 
gation and report to the President with 
respect to the limit to which a tariff change 
might be made without causing or threaten
ing serious injury to domestic producers of 
like or similar articles, and to report further 
if increases in duties were required to avoid 
serious injury to domestic producers of like 
or similar articles. 

"Note that in this legislation the term 
'domestic producers' is used interchange
ably with 'domestic industry.' Note also 
that the negotiation of the trade agreements 
is conducted on an article-by-article and a 
product-by-product basis. 

"In 1951 there was enacted the Trade 
Agreements Exte~sion Act under whic1l. this 
proceeding is now pending. This legislation 
when originally introduced and amended in 
the House provided relief not only when 
the imported article increased in such quan~ 
tities as to cause or threaten serious injury 
to a domestic industry, but also provided 
the same relief when even ~ segment of such 
industry was endangered. 

"The debates in the House on this act as 
thus amended emphasized specifically the 
oil industry, of which a group of independ· 
ent producers was apparently bearing a heavy 
burden. Emphasis was also directed toward 
potato growers in Maine, it appearing that 
imported potatoes were giving that segment 
of the potato industry more difficulty than 
elsewhere. 

"In the bill as finally enacted, the refer~ 
ence to a segment of industry was omitted, 
but the serious consideration given to ex
tending the benefits of the escape clause to 
groups either territorial or identified by the 
production of only a part of the product in 
America emphasizes the intention of Con~ 
gress that the benefits of this legislation 
were intended for specific groups, and more 
particularly for the precise groups to whom 
the injury occurred as the result of reduc· 
tions in tariff rates on specific articles. 

"This intention is made more emphatic by 
the debate in the Senate. The report of the 
debate of May 21, 1951, CONGRESSIONAL REc~ 
oRo, volume 97, part 4, page 5494, carries the 
assurance given by Senator GEORGE, chairman 
of the Finance Committee, to Senator NEELY, 
and it reads in this fashion: 

" 'Mr. NEELY. Will the distinguished Sen a· 
tor from Georgia please turn to section 7, 
page 2, of the committee report, and from 
his profound knowledge of the entire com~ 
plicated subject of reciprocal trade agree· 
ments ~avor us with his opinion of the fol~ 
lowing: If a pottery or glass factory in West 
Virginia should be shut down because of 
irresistable foreign competition, would it be 
possible under the pending bill if it became a 
law for the employees as well as the employer 
to have the Tariff Commission make the in
vestigation required by that circumstance of 
the case? 

"'Mr. GEORGE. Yes, entirely so, because it 
is expressly provided in this amendment that 
the application may be made by any inter· 
ested party. Then the whole procedure un
der the escape clause comes into effect.' 

"In the same debate a comparison of the 
cost of the production of sewing machines in 
this country as against the cost of such rna~ 
chines in Japan was made, arid that is in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 97, part 4, 
pages 5501-5502. It was pointed out that the 
difference in the selling price of the two 
machines in this country arose solely fro~ 
the differential in wage rates paid to the em
ployees. The Japanese worker received 90 
cents a day, the American worker received 
$15.50 a day. 

"Those debates did not consider the wages 
of laborer producing plumbing hardware or 
any other product which the sewing-machine 
industry might produce. There are some 
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other sources of interpretation which g1ve 
some assistance here. 

"An examination of the records of the 
hearings held in connection with the 1930 
Tariff Act will disclose the testimony on be
half of the straight pin industry went no 
further than the manufacture and the sale 
of that product. The committee didn't con
sider any other facts in connection with the 
pin industry. This is the basis upon which 
our position is predicated here. 

"An examination of the testimony offered 
in those hearings on behalf of other products 
will disclose that they likewise were limited 
in a similar manner. From this it can be 
concluded that the committee considered 
only the production of specific commodities, 
the labor, management, and capital involved 
in the production of those specific commod
ities. Those are the elements of production 
Congress intended to protect by the specific 
tariff. 

"Now, the Antidumping Act of 1921 pro
vided that whenever the Secretary of the 
Treasury found that industry in the United 
States was being or was likely to be injured, 
or was being prevented from being estab
lished by reason cif the importation into this 
country of foreign merchandise dumped here, 
he was required to make a finding of dump-

-ing. An examination of those findings be
ginning in 1922 will indicate the construc
tion put upon the term 'an industry' in its 
administration. The decisions run in this 
way: 

"Treasury Decision 5233 , an industry man
ufacturing glass frostings is being prevented 
from being established. Treasury Decision 
50035, industry manufacturing ribbon fiy 
catchers. Treasury Decision 50034, the in
dustry manufacturing wool knitted berets. 
Decision 46826, industry manufacturing 
woven wiring fencing and netting. Decision 
46618, the industry of manufacturing rubber
soled fabric-topped footwear. And Decision 
46617, the industry of manufacturing incan
descent electric light bulbs and lamps. And 
so they run, each in a very narrow field. 

"Section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930 dealt 
with unfair methods of competition, unfair 
·acts in importation of articles into the 
United States, with the effects or tendency 
to destroy or substantially injure an industry 
efficiently and economically operated or to 
prevent the establishment of such an in
dustry. Under that provision a number of 
proceedings have taken place before the 
commission. What has been regarded as an 
industry is demonstrated by a number of 
decisions here. The industry of manufactur
ing slide fasteners was determined to be 
such an industry. That is section 337, report 
No. 86, second series of Tariff Commission, 
1934. . 

"The industry of making and selling drive 
springs was determined to be an industry, 
section 337, report No. 87 of the second series, 
Tariff Commission, 1934. 

"The industry of making cigar lighters was 
determined to be an industry, and the report 
in that case showed that the complainant 
manufactured numerous other articles in
cluding clocks, toiletware, deskware, auto
mobile goods, electrical goods, and general 
novelties. It is in section 337, report No. 72, 
of the second series. 

"The industry of making coilable metal 
rules and holders was determined to be such 
an industry in the United States, section 337, 
report No. 106, second series, United States 
Tariff Commission. 

"In the Coilable Metal Rules case the tran
script shows testimony to the effect that the 
complainant was the largest maker of hand 
tools in the United States. The report does 
not indicate that any attention was given 
to the relation between complainant's manu
facture of coilable rules and the obviously 

·extensive volume of its own business. 
"The decision gives no indication that the 

1production of other tools had any considera
tion as a factor in reaching the decision 

that the petitioner in that case was entitled 
to relief. 

"In a section 337 proceeding in the Court of 
Customs and Patent Appeals, that court sus
tained the conclusion reached by the Com
mission in which the complainant manufac
turer appeared to be the only member of 
the domestic industry whose production and 
cost data was examined. That is the North
ern Pigment Co. case in .71 Federal (2d) 447. 

"The meaning of the term "industry" as 
used by the Court of Customs and Patent 
Appeals in that case is that of a product In
dustry. 

"Now, in investigation No. 22, under section 
7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 
1951 there was involved the importation of 
handblown glassware. This Commission 
agreed unanimously that machine-made ware 
was not like or directly competitive with the 
imported ware under consideration, and as a 
consequence the machine-made glassware 
was not the domestic industry producing like 
or directly competitive articles. 

"And with respect to the profits, it was 
pointed out in 1 of the 2 recommenda
tions to the President that if the profits 
derived from kindred industries, in that 
case the glass-container industry, were · to 
be combined with the profits from the pro
duction of the article under consideration, 
the escape-clause provision would be nulli
fied for all practical purposes. 

"It was pointed out that the producers of 
chemicals would probably never have the 
advantage of the escape clause if profits of 
producers of all chemicals were to be con
sidered on the application of the producer 
of one chemical. 

"Now if the Commission pleases, that 
covers the underlying basis of the position 
which we have taken here. 

"Secretary BENT. Mr. Chairman, I under
stand that Congressman BAILEY is present 
imd wishes to make a ::-tatement. 

"Chairman BROSSARD. We will be glad to 
have your statement, Mr. BAILEY, if you de
sire to make it now. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Mr. Chairman, we 
asked Congressman BAILEY to appear for a 
specific reason, and if the Commission 
please, I would like to have the Congressman 
sworn. 

"Commissioner McGILL. That is not re
quired. 

"Chairman BRossARD. We don't require 
Congressmen to be sworn unless he 1s your 
witness and you insist on it, why we wouldn't 
insist on it. 

"Commissioner McGILL. As far as any 
statement he makes, he is under oath the 
same as we are. 

"Chairman BROSSARD. I think we can take 
his statement as being the equivalent of be
ing under oath, since he is a Congressman 
of the United States. 
"Statement of the Honorable Cleveland M. 

Bailey, Representative from the Third 
D i strict of West Virginia 
"Mr. BAILEY. May I say to the Commission 

that I have no formal statement. I was sup
posed to answer some questions, clarifying 
questions, and I am ready to be cross-ex
amined. 

" Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Congressman BAILEY, 
have you heard the discussion of the escape 
clause that has taken place here this morn
ing? 

"Mr. BAILEY. A portion of it. . 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Are you familiar with 

the escape-clause provisions of the Trade 
Agreement Extension Act of 1951? 

"Mr. BAILEY. Yes. 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. How did you become 

familiar with those provisions? 
"Mr. BAILEY. I happen to be a Member of 

the 82d Congress in the 1st session. I am the 
author of the present escape clause as con
tained in sections 6 and 7 of Public Law 50. 

"Might I add there, Mr. Breckinridge, that 
the escape clause came in the form of a sub- · 

stitute motion for an escape-clause plan sub
mitted by Congressman CURTIS o~ Nebraska. 
It was accepted by Mr. CURTIS as a substitute 
for his proposed amendment and adopted by 
the Congress. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Was Congressman CUR
Tis' amendment ever voted on? 

"Mr. BAILEY. It was not. 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. And he personally ac

cepted your amendment? 
"Mr. BAILEY. The RECORD Will SO disclose. 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Did you draft the es

cape provision that was eventually adopted 
and passed by the House? 

"Mr. BAILEY. I did. 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Did you use in that 

draft the words 'injury to domestic industry 
producing like or directly competitive prod
ucts'? 

"Mr. BAILEY. I did. 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. What did you have in 

mind in your use of 'domestic industry'? 
"Mr. BAILEY. Let me answer that question 

by saying that my district is one that pro
duces a large amount of pottery products, 
glassware, clothespins. I had in mind in 
my reference to domestic industry there the 
jobs of the men employed in the plants, the 
welfare of the management, including ade
quate profits, because everyone realizes that 
the only way you can have continual em
ployment is to have profits for management. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Were you concerned 
about that because those industries were ac
tually experiencing difficulty with imports? 

"Mr. BAILEY. I was, and may I add, Mr. 
Breckinridge, that we are still experiencing 
those injuries. I visited my home State, Sat
urday last, and due to the operations of your 
Reciprocal Trade Agreement Act, in major 
part, we have 106,200 people on relief in 26 
counties in the State of West Virginia. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. What was one particu
lar product that was being imported and 
that you were concerned about? 

"Mr. BAILEY. Well, I mentioned those three. 
I was also concerned in the independent oil 
industry, and that is why I included in my 
draft of the escape clause segments of an 
industry, because I was thinking of the 
welfare of the independent oil producers 
of my State as _distinguished between them 
and the oil cartel which was importing ex
cessive amounts of residual fuel oil and crude. 
oil into the United States. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. By the oil industry, 
what do you refer to there? Do you mean 
the corporate organizations engaged in the 
oil industry or the capital engaged specifi
cally in producing oil? 

"Mr. BAILEY. Well, I was thinking of pro
tecting the people who are employed in the 
independent oil industry and the profits of 
the independent oil industry. I think it is 
a well-known fact that three of the major 
American oil companies, together with the 
Dutch Shell, are engaged in extensive devel
opments, possibly as much as a million bar
rels of crude oil a day like Maracaibo in 
Venezuela. 

"I wanted to make sure that my inde
pendent oil industry had an opportunity to 
survive in the face of those floods of im
ports. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Mr. Congressman, in 
the case of spring clothespins, which I un-. 
derstand are produced in your State, were you 
concerned about that? 

"Mr. BAILEY. I was very much so. We h ave 
the largest clothespin producing pt'ant in the 
world in my district. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. In your concern about 
that industry, were you concerned about the 
corporate entities who were producing spring 
clothespins, or were you concerned about the 
labor specifically employed in producing 
spring clothespins? 

"Mr. BAILEY. I was concerned primarily 
with the jobs of about 400 employees em
ployed in that plant, and the fact that the 
company had to make a profit in ·order to 
keep those people employed. 
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"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Were you concerned 

about their income from Government bonds 
or from other sources or from other produc· 
tion than spring clothespins? 

"Mr. BAILEY. I have no knowledge that 
they had such investments, and I was not 
concerned in that angle of it whatever. I 
had in mind protecting the wage levels and 
the standard of living of the people em· 
ployed in that plant and continuing work. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. What in your opinion 
was the understanding of the House of the 
words 'domestic industry' when they de· 
bated and adopted the escape clause con· 
tain ing those words? 

"Mr. BAILEY. I think if you will peruse my 
debate on the floor there, you will under
stand what the primary object was. It was 
to protect domestic industries, producers of 
individual articles who were being harassed, 
injured, harmed by importation, excessive 
imports of light products coming from 
abroad. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. May I put . this ques
tion to you? If General Motors should buy 
out the spring clothespin plant, in your 
opinion would they be part of the industry 
producing spring clothespins? 

"Mr. BAILEY. I should not so consider. 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. That is all, Mr. Chair

man. 
"Chairman BROSSARD. Mr. Breckinridge, do 

you desire to make an opening statement as 
counsellor or do you want to be sworn? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. I would like to make 
partially a statement as counsel and partially 
as a witness, sir, and I would prefer to be 
sworn. 

"Chairman BROSSARD. You had better be 
sworn. 

"Testimony of John Breckinr.idge, represent
ing the straight pin industry (having been 
duly sworn by Secretary Bent) 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Mr. Chairman, first I 

would like to make it entirely clear on the 
record that the position of the applicants 
has consistently been one not of lack of co
operation nor a desire not to give the Com
mission anything that is necessary to the 
investigation and a proper decision in the in
vestigation, but they have, as I think they 
are entitled to, their opinion of what the 
law means, what they are entitled to under 
the law, and what was meant by the domestic 
industry producing straight pins. 

"We made it clear from the very beginning 
that if the investigation had to consider and 
be affected by the production, sale, and 
profits of other products, we would prefer 
or just as leave the investigation not be 
made. 

"We recognized all along the right of the 
Commission to overrule us, to make an ad
verse report on the investigation without 
a hearing, and we assumed that that would 
be done if the Commission, by formal vote, 
ruled that we were not supplying relevant 
and pertinent information under the law. 

"We still take the same position. If it is 
necessary to supply the figures on the pro
duction of plumbing fixtures, we would just 
as leave not have the investigation made. 
We feel that we are entitled to that position. 

"Commissioner RYDER. I thought you put 
your statement in the record of your posi
tion on this subject. Why do you have to 
repeat it here now? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Commissioner Ry
der--

"Commissioner RYDER. We heard it ad 
nauseum. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. I am not repeating 
just .what was said yesterday; I intend to 
supplement it briefly, and since the state
ment en behalf of three Commissioners has 
been read in the record here, I think we are 
entitled to state our position and have it 
clearly understood. 

"Commissioner RYDER. Well, we gave you 
permission to put in the record your full 

statement on the other, applicable to this 
case. · 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. I am not going to re
peat what is in the statement already in the 
record. 

"Chairman BROSSARD. Proceed, Mr. Breck
inridge. 

"Commissioner McGILL. Mr. Chairman and 
Mr. Breckinridge, I do not mean to inter
rupt the course of your statement---

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. It is all right, Senator. 
"Commissioner McGILL (continuing). But 

I think there is one matter that may not 
have been clearly stated in the questions 
that were propounded to you a few moments 
ago with reference to overall production, and 
that is that my reference was intended to be 
the overall production, etc., in the plants 
where straight pins are produced. I want to 
make it clear that is what I had in mind, and, 
I take it, you also, unless you state to the 
contrary, you had it in mind also. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. We had that in mind; 
yes, sir. , 

"Commissioner McGILL. Yes. 
"Mr. BRECKJNRIDGE. On that point we feel 

that where Oakville may have 2 separate 
plants and Risdon may have 2 separate 
plants, another company, Star Pin Co., may 
have a comparable thing, but only separated 
by a wall, makes no real difference as to 
what is material and what is not material. 

"Commissioner McGILL. Well, I had in 
mind some company might manufacture in 
some place railroad engines, and I am not 
trying to get at anything . like that and, 
therefore, I meant to confine my questions 
to the plants in which straight pins are 
produced; that that is the information we 
are asking for, the information from those 
plants. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. I think after the in ves• 
tigation is completed the Commission will 
find that in the plants invqlved are pro
duced some items that are just as irrele
vant and immaterial as railroad engines. 

"Back before the escape clause was enacted 
in 1951, the Commission had operated pure
ly under an Executive order which did not 
state any criteria for escape-clause inves
tigations. Those investigations were con
ducted under an administrative escape clause 
which was written in administratively by 
the State Department primarily into trade 
agreements. 

"The escape clause pr.ovided for relief 
only-the principal provisions-only in case 
of unforeseen developments and in case of 
unforeseen injury; and it provided no cri
teria, no rules, for the conduct of investiga· 
tions, and no procedural provisions. 

"Under those investigations, the Commis
sion wrote some indication of the criteria 
they considered and, for the most part, dis
missed all applications for an investigation 
without even a hearing and without stating 
a reason for not conducting the investiga
tion. 

"Under those, I am sure, that the Com
mission considered these broad range of 
products that a producer of a product be
ing injured or which they claim was being 
injured, they also produced. I am sure they 
considered also broad economic factors, the 
effect on world trade, international trade, 
generally. 

"Commissioner EDMINSTER. May I inter
rupt you there? Since no report was issued, 
no statement of reasons was issued, how did 
you become sure of what we considered? 

"Mr. BRECKINRJDGE. I have a statement--
"Commissioner EDMINSTER. What is your 

source of information on that? 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE (continuing). A state• 

ment by Commissioner Ryder, who was at 
that time Chairman of the Commission, be
fore the House Ways and Means Committee 
in 1948, testifying on H. R. 6556 which, at 
that time was considering a bill to extend the 
Trade Agreements Extension Act. 

"I will not quote it, but the statement of 
the, at that time, Chairman, Commissioner 

Ryder, did indicate that these broad other 
things were considered and were pertinent to 
their investigation. 

"Comparable statements were submitted at 
later times to the committees of Congress 
considering that or a subsequent extension 
of the trade-agreements law. 

"In 1951 the matter was again considered, 
the Trade Agreements Act was again ex· 
tended, and at that time was when the escape 
clause was written under the act under which 
this proceeding is being conducted. 

"In the minority report of the committee 
recommending a bill to extend the trade· 
agreements law without an escape clause and 
extension as was, it had this to say-now, 
this is a minority report, and was a minority 
report by 10 to 5: 

"'The authority of the President to enter 
trade agreements was delegated to him by 
the Congress in the 1934 amendment of the 
Tariff Act of 1930. The 1934 amendment dld 
not itself, h<?wever, provide any avenue of 
escape from serious injury, but almost all 
trade agreements now contain a so-called 
escape clause designed to prevent serious 
injury or the threat of it to domestic pro
ducers and their workers. The language of 
the escape clause is as follows.' 

"I will not read the escape clause, but the 
significant thing is it contains criteria, par· 
ticularly unforeseen, but not in the present 
law. 

"Then the committee minority go on: 
"'As a result of the patent looseness o! 

and ambiguity of the language of the escape 
clause, and as a result of the lack of any 
standards established by the Congress for 
the President's guidance in determining 
when relief should be granted, only one in· 

· dust~y has ever been afforded relief by the 
President under this clause, and this took 
nearly a year to accomplish. The facts 
established during the public hearing on 
H. R. 1612 brought clearly · into focus that 
the failure of the Congress to lay down any. 
broad principles to guide the President has 
resulted in the complete ineffectiveness of 
the escape clause and that this failure is the 
basis of the well-founded complaints against 
the present procedure'-well-founded com
plaints against the present procedure which 
the Ways and Means Committee considered. 

" 'Because of the complete inffectiveness 
of the escape clause, domestic producers, 
even when they have been injured, feel it 
futile to apply to the Tariff Commission for 
relief, an<;i even when relief is requested the 
ambiguity of the language in the escape 
clause is such that most applicants have 
been dismissed without even a formal inves· 
tigation. A summary is given in appendix B 
listing all applications which have been made 
under the escape clause and showing the 
disposition of these cases.' 

"Now, that report--that opinion-of the 
former administration and criteria of escape 
clause became the majority opinion of the 
House and the majority opinion of the 
Congress. 

"Mr. Congressman BAILEY, who drafted the 
original version of the escape clause that 
was finally enacted; and sponsored it on the 
floor of the House, was here and testified 
as to what his intent was and what he 
thought the intent of the House was, what 
they understood the law to mean after the 
debate in which he participated. 

"Commissioner McGILL. You think that is 
a legal manner of determining what was 
the intent of Congress in the enactment of 
the bil? 

"Mr. BRECKENRIDGE. 1 think that that is a 
part of the legislative history going to make 
up and to determine what the intent of 
Congress was. I do not say or contend that 
it should be necessarily controlling. 1 think 
that has to be taken along with other indi· 
cations of the intent, such as the reports, 
the debates, the conference report, and final 
passage. 
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"Commissioner McGILL. Do courts, in your 
judgment, take into consideration the testi
mony of a Member given after the measure 
had been passed? 

"Mr. BRECKENRIDGE. I do not think· the 
courts would give much weight to it; were 
it available, I think they would consider it 
for such weight as they saw fit to put on it. 
Certainly, it does not carry as much weight 
as the debates and the reports do. We think 
the debates and reports all substantiate what 
Congressman BAILEY testified to. 

"The language involved here is 'injury to 
the domestic industry producing a like or 
directly competitive domestic product.' 

"That language was contained in the House 
version, as passed, was not changed by the 
Senate version, and was finally adopted in 
the same form by the conference report and 
by both Houses of Congress, and signed by 
the President. 

"We think that very cleariy, in view of the 
background, the information that the Con
gress had as to how the Commission had 
administered the escape clause in the past, 
makes it very clear that they intended that 
there be a change, and because they did 
not like the criteria b eing used, did not 
like the procedure being followed, they spe
cifically wrote a procedure section, section 7. 

"They not only said the concession shall 
not continue if it causes injury; they said, 
'You shall investigate and follow these cri
teria.' 

"We think that what the Commission has 
done in the past has been completely over
ruled by the Congress, and they have laid 
down new criteria for procedure and for 
findings of fact. 

"In interpreting these words, 'domestic in
dustry,' I think we have to go, in addition to 
wha~ Mr. Heron has said on the subject 
which, I thinlt, is very convincing as to what 
Congress has always understood the word 
'industry' to mean in t ariff legislation of 
various kinds, in 2 pieces of legislation 
where they have used it in this same con
text, that is, injury to domestic industry, or 
preventing domestic industry from being es
tablished, and those 2 pieces of law being 
the Antidumping Act of 1921, and the un
fair-trade-practices section of the Tariff Act 
of 1930, which is section 337-decisions un
der those 2 laws by the Secretary of the 
Treasury in the case of dumping, by the Tar
iff Commission in the case of unfair-trade 
pract ices, have all indicated that industry 
and injury to industry meant injury to the 
production, the labor, capital, and manage
ment devoted to the production of the prod
uct being dumped or the product which was 
being unfairly imported; and the Commis
sion, in the decisions, has consistently re
ferred to injury to the industry of manufac
turing flycatchers, the industry of manufac
turing rules, and in those cases the com
panies producing those rules produced many 
other things. 

"They did not consider the corporate ac
tivity of the companies producing those to 
be the industry, and when Congress spoke 
of injury to industry, it is not reasonable 
to think they were thinking in terms of 
corporate entities. 

"The Congress thinks in terms of people, 
l abor primarily, votes, if you please. They 
do not think in terms of corporate entities, 
and if a corporate entity is producing 
straight pins, regardless of other products 
they might be producing, they are thinking 
of the labor in straight p ins, and they want
ed to keep the labor of the straight-pin 
machine and not in Michigan producing 
automobiles. 

"I think it is unfortunate that three mem
bers of the Commission have made up their 
minds and announced their decision before 
they heard our argument on the case. We 
fully recognize and fully respect the right 
of the Commission to overrule us, the same 
as we do any court; but we normally expect 
our day in court before they overrule us. 

"If the Commission will pl;)rmit, I would 
like to make an opening statement on the 
facts of the labor, management, and capital 
in producing straight pins. 

"I first would like to introduce as an 
exhibit, a copy of the applic~tion filed by 
the applicants on September 22, 1953. In 
that application we have brought the sta
tistical figures up to date through the year 
1953. 

"At the time of filing they only contained 
figures through the first 6 months of 1953. 

"Mrs. COMPTON. Exhibit 2. 
"(The document referred to was marked 

'exhibit 2 (Breckinridge) .') 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Next I WOUld like to in

troduce an exhibit, a consolidated industry 
report to the Tariff Commission, which con
tains consolidation on the overall industry 
basis of precisely the information which wa.s 
submitted to the Commission by each indi
vidual applicant on a questionnaire submit
ted to the Commission; and I have changed 
none of the figures. I have only consoli
dated them in one report giving an industry 
pict ure. They were consolidated from a copy 
of the reports which were sent to the 
Commission directly by each individual 
applicant. 

"I think it would be well to note that the 
information contained in the questionnaire 
submitted by each applicant contained in 
exactly the same form, with exactly the same 
instruct ions, with exactly the same headings 
and subheading numbers and titles as was 
requested by the Commission's questionnaire. 

"We revised the questionnaire only in re- -
spect to omitting information on the pro
duction, sales, and profits of products other 
than straight pins, and we included consid
erable information in addition to what the 
Commission asked for. Each applicant sub
mitted all of the information that was re
quested by the Commission with respect to 
straight pins. 

"This exhibit is being submitted in con
fidence, and I have a copy here for each 
Commissioner. 

"Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, may we in
quire why these consolidated figures of eight 
companies should be received in confidence? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Mr. Chairman, we con
sider the figures as confidential because they 
reveal information of value to our competi
tors, and the makeup and nature of the in
dustry is such that with this overall industry 
report it would not take much ingenuity to 
figure out substantially what the operations · 
of each individual company were. 

"Now there is certain information in the 
report-the report, a.s a whole, is confiden
tial, but there is certain information that is 
taken from public records in it, which 1 
have extracted and now propose to give to 
counsel for the importers. That informa
tion is item 2 on annual sales in pounds 
and in dollar value. 

"It includes another item that we added 
on production capacity on existing machines 
and facilities , item 4 on exports, item 4-X 
on imports, item 4-Y on apparent acquisi
tions by the domestic market. 

"Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate 
the information that has been given us 
graciously, but I repeat my question. There 
are 8 companies involved here, and this is 
a consolidation of 8 companies' statistics. 
This cannot reveal the operation of any in-
dividual companies. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Mr. Chairman, I WOUld 
like to say at this point that the applicants 
are. extremely anxious that this information 
be treated as highly confidential, and at 
this point I might suggest that a little later 
on the applicants would like to have an in
formal conference with the staff of the Com
mission indicating the type of things that 
they would prefer not to have published in 
the report. 

"Of course, we are not trying to dictate to 
the Commission, but the t ype of informa
tion that has been included in some reports 

of the Commission, in this case would be 
very damaging. We, of course, recognize the 
Commission's right to do as it pleases. 

"Commissioner McGILL. Have any of the 
applicants seen this report? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDCE. They have all seen it, 
sir. 

"Commissioner McGILL. All have seen it? 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir. 
"Commissioner McGILL. Then they know 

what is in it, do they not? 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir. 
"Commissioner MCGILL. So that any of this 

confidential information that might be re
vealed from one to the ot her has already 
been seen? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. We are concerned 
about revealing the information to our for
eign competitors and to others outside the 
industry, who the applicants do not wish to 
reveal the information to. 

"Commissioner McGILL. So far as each ap
plicant is concerned, he has _ had his op
portunity of figuring out his competitor's 
dat a? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. As best he can, but I 
am sure-! do not wish the importers and 
the foreign manufacturers to have the same 
opportunity. 

"Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, we appreciate 
the implication of superior analytical abili
ty to figure out these confidential matters, 
but we do not think the compliment is war
r anted. I do not believe that the rule has 
ever been t aken to such an extent to mean 
that eight companies' figures, which are all 
common knowledge among the companies, 
nevertheless should be confidential Gov
ernment statistics. 

"Commissioner McGILL. May I ( ask Mr. 
Breckinridge-

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. This is a confidential 
industry statistic not Government statistic. 

"Commissioner McGILL. Let me ask you a 
question, Mr. Breckinridge, in connection 
with this. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir. 
"Com~issioner McGILL. Are the figures of 

individual companies shown here or is it the 
total of all eight companies that are shown? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. It is the total of all 
eight companies. · 

"Commissioner McGILL. So that no 1 of 
the 8 is disclosed, not 1 of the 8 is disclosed? 
It is just the totals, and the best you cou~d 
do would be to--

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. The nature Of the 
business is such, and the knowledge outside 
the industry of the operations of the differ
ent companies is such, that it would not 
take anybody long to figure out almost 
exactly what the individual company opera~ 
tions are. Now, if the Commission will not 
accept it in confidence, we will be glad to 
withdraw it. 

"Commissioner McGILL. I do not care my
self. I do not think it is confidential, 
though. 

"Chairman BROSSARD. I would accept !t in 
confidence at this time. We have not had 
a chance yet to examine it in detail because 
it was submitted this morning, and I would 
like to say that if the Commission should de
cide that it is not material that ought to be 
submitted in confidencf:l, why, then we will 
subsequently make it known to these· peo
ple and that they can withdraw it if they 
want to or leave it in and make it public, 
one or the othel"; but right at this moment 
I would not want to make a ruling on it 
one way or another. I think that is the 
feeling of my colleagues. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. The Commission WOUld 
advise us before they published any informa
tion, would they not? 

"Cl1.airman BROSSARD. Oh, yes. 
"Commissioner EDMINSTER. You would 

have an opportunity to withdraw it if you 
preferred not to submit it, if we were not 
going to treat it as confidentiaL 
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"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. All We WOUld want is 

an opportunity to confer about it, and the 
Commission could do as it pleases. 

"Chairman BROSSARD. This is the rule of 
the Commission on this matter of confiden· 
tial information. It is 3 (c) under 201.6: 

"'Information submitted to the Com· 
mission in confidence should be submitted 
on separate pages clearly marked "Confiden· 
tial." The Commission may refuse to accept 
in confidence any particular information 
which it determines is not entitled to confi· 
dential treatment.' 

"It was upon that basis that the Commis· 
sion does not rule positively upon the subject 
at this time because we would like to exam· 
ine the document carefully to see whether or 
not it is the kind of information that might 
reveal operation of individual concerns. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. That is satisfactory, 
sir. 

"Chairman BROSSARD. Before it is pub
lished in any way, we will give you people 
an opportunity to withdraw it or leave it in 
as an exhibit in confidence. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. NOW, Mr. Chairman, in 
order to avoid lengthy questioning later in 
the hearing, I would like to explain minor 
deviations that will be found in the statistics 
included in the application and in the sta
tistics included in the consolidated report 
which has just been submitted as exhibit 
No.3. 

"Mrs. COMPTON. No. 3. 
"(The document referred to was marked 

'Exhibit 3, "Confidential" (Breckinridge) .') 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Here again in the ap• 

plication, the statistics were gathered by the 
Pin, Clip, and Fastener Association, straight 
pin division, and reported on a somewhat 
different basis than was requested by the 
Commission. 

"These figures on sales do not include ex· 
ports, whereas the figures on the Commis
sion's questionnaire do include exports. 

"Also another reason for minor differences 
which we do not think are consequential 
concerning the industry picture, in the case 
of retail items, such as papers, straight pins 
stuck on a paper, it was necessary for the 
secretary of the association to determine 
from the applicants a factor, and convert 
those pin papers to a pound basis. 

"Now, in the case of the Tariff Commission 
questionnaire, each company converted 
where he did not have accurate pound fig· 
ures, he converted his retail items, pin 
papers, to a pound basis based on his own 
records, and would be more accurate than 
what is in the application. 

"But other than that, errors of that sort, 
I do not believe the figures are substantially 
different unless, possibly, I made a mistake 
in addition somewhere which, of course, the 
Commission will find. 

"Now, in analyzing and considering the 
facts in the straight pin industry, 1 think 
underlying every consideration should be its 
profit picture, in the past and today. 

"Now, that appears on page 15 of the ques
tionnaire, and at the bottom line "percent 

· of net profit to net sales," which is item 30, 
it shows that the industry, both before the 
war, during the 1935-39 period and since the 
war, has been operating just on the verge of 
the break·even point, sometimes a little 
below, sometimes· a little above; 

"The average profit during the 1935-39 pe• 
riod was a loss of .4 percent. 

Chairman BROSSARD. Is that net profit be .. 
fore income taxes? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. No, that is net profit 
after State and Federal income taxes; and 
we have used that figure because that is 
what you pay dividends on, that is what you 
get a return on your investment on. 

"Now, in the immediate postwar period, 
1946 and 1947, the companies, as did all 
companies, made some money; but, surpris
ingly little, compared to the profits of other 
firms, comparable firms in the same period. 

"During the 1946-49 period, the profit, 
average profit, was less than 8 percent of net 
sales, and then in 1950 was when the im· 
ports hit, and from 1950 through 1952, the 
average profit dropped to only 3.2 percent. 

"In 1952 it hit the low of a loss of 1.3 per
cent of net sales. In 1953 we had some re· 
covery to the surprising figure of two·tenths 
of 1 percent profit. · 

"Now, the significance of that is that the 
industry is just on the verge, just operating, 
at the break·even point. 

"Before the war they were struggling to get 
out of the depression under difficult circum· 
stances, and they were saved by the war, 
beginning in 1939 and 1940. 

"Since the war, immediately thereafter, 
they had considerable volume because of the 
pent-up demand, and the fact that trade 
channels had been exhausted, but it started 
a steady decline, and when the imports hit, 
it has removed any possibility of the indus
try pulling itself up by its own bootstraps. 

"The present percent of imports to annual 
sales is not any startling figure, as one hears 
of imports these days, but the nature of the 
industry makes a small percentage much 
more damaging in this case than two-thirds 
of sales, as it would be in wool or some other 
commodities where the· production capacity 
is less than demand. 

"In this case production capacity is consid· 
erably in excess of American demand. Pre· 
war 1935-39 imports averaged 2.4 percent of 
domestic sales in the domestic-correction, 
averages 2.4 percent of domestic market ac· 
quisitions or apparent consumption. 

"In 1946-49, they averaged four-tenths of 
1 percent, and then the ava ilanche by com
parison started. It went up to 3.2 percent in 
1950, 10.7 percent in 1951, 6 .5 percent in 1952, 
8 percent in 1953. But those imports have 
had to be absorbed on a declining market, 
on a static demand, and a considerably de· 
clining per capita consumption. 

"The average domestic sales in 1935-39 
were 3,763,433 pounds. Even during the peak 
period of the immediate postwar 1946-49, it 
averaged less than prewar. It averaged 
3 ,121,236 pounds. 

"In 1950-52 average, it averaged 3,267,182, 
still below prewar. 

"In 1952, when the full force of the imports 
was felt or, perhaps, I should stop and ex· 
plain that-in 1950 and 1951 there was con
siderable importing as a result of scare buy· 
ing, stocking, afraid we were going to get into 
total war, and those imports were not all 
consumed, and they very seriously, in our 
opinion-and I think the facts will sub· 
stantiate it, very seriously-affected sales in 
1952, and is still affecting sales. 

"In 1952 sales dropped to 2,389,341 pounds. 
In 1953 there was a slight recovery to 2,917,-
188 pounds, both substantially below the 
prewar sales, substantially below the pre· 
concession sales for postwar, if you want to 
consider that period as representative. 

"Now, in addition to the sales, I think the 
next most important factor is production ca· 
pacity. I have asked for and obtained from 
each applicant the following figures: Their 
actual production in 1953, the additional 
number of pounds they could have produced 
in 1953 with existing machinery, and within 
normal work schedules, and 5 days a week, 
and their production capacity. 

"Chairman BROSSARD. Is that one shift? 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. It is one shift in most 

cases, Mr. Chairman. In the case of one 
company they normally run a two-shift 
schedule of production, I understand. With
in my knowledge there is only one com· 
pany where it is more than one shift. 

"I also asked for the additional capacity, 
additional amount, number of pounds that 
each company could have produced with ad
ditional shifts on the same machines and 
with the same facilities. Those figures, pro
duction in 1953, were 3,181,128 pounds. 

"Chairman BRossARD. Is that in addition to 
what they did produce? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. No, that is what they 
actually produced in 1953. 

"Chairman BROSSARD. Yes; all right. 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. This is on the first page 

of the consolidated report, incidentally. 
"The next figure was the addi tiona! 

amount they could have produced within a 
normal work schedule, which was 997,356 
pounds, making a total production capacity, 
with normal work schedule and existing fa· 
cilities, of 4,178,484. That is more than the 
domestic market has ever consumed since 
1935, and it appears we have declining over
all consumption as well as declining per 
capita consumption. 

"The greatest amount that was ever re· 
quired by the market was in 1936 with 
4,148,504 pounds. 

"In addition to that, if we should ever 
have an emergency and need it, which is 
unlikely, the companies could produce a still 
additional amount of 5 ,070,724 pounds if 
they used additional shifts, with existing 
machinery and facilities. 

"In view of the testimony that will be sub
mitted later to the effect that a pin is a pin, 
and you cannot tell a foreign pin from a 
domestic pin, under those circumstances, 
it is difficult to conceive of how 1 pound, 
even 1 pound or, let us say 100 pounds
which would sound a little more reasonable, 
100 pounds-can come in here without dis· 
placing the consumption of the American
produced pin; it just cannot be done. 

"How seriously have we been hurt to date? 
During 1951 and 1952, the domestic manu
facturers lost about 550,000 pounds of sales 
to imports. 

"To these companies, operating at a break
even schedule, that is serious injury and 
the threat of future imports is much greater 
because with the volume they got in 1950 
and 1951, they were able to get their foot 
in the door to establish a distribution system, 
to establish stocks from which they could 
make delivery, and that is what is causing 
the very serious threat to the industry in 
the future. 

"In the past, the main thing that protected 
the industry was not the tariff primarily, 
but the fact that the importers could not 
deliver. 

"This industry operates on a delivery basis 
from inventory. Until they built up a stock 
and improved their distribution system, the 
users were hesitant to buy from them for 
fear next month they could not get delivery. 
Now, that reliability of supply preference is 
disappearing, and disappearing rapidly. 

"In the application we estimated that 90 
percent of the imports were of steel pins, and 
that they were imported in bulk form for 
industrial use rather than household use. 
We do not know the actual figures-they are 
not available to us-but we still think that 
figure is about right, although there are 
indications in the market that imports of 
brass pins, and imports of retail packaged 
pins are increasing, and probably will in
crease further, particularly because of the 
distribution system they built up which en
ables them to contact better retail stores 
and retail outlets. 

"The bulk is sold to large industrial users 
where you can make one big sale, big volume, 
and not have much investment in inventory, 
and so forth. 

"But as they build their distribution sys
tem they will move more and more into the 
brass pins and hospitals, and so forth, and 
into household use and, incidentally, as well 
as the imports, a large percentage of the 
domestic production is also sold in bulk 
packages to industrial users. 

"It is not quite as big as the percentage of 
the imports, but it runs somewhere between 
70 and 80 percent, 70 to 80 percent in bulk 
form; and in table 3 of the application, 
which is exhibit No. 2, I believe, this shows 
the distribution and sales on a gross basis 
rather than a dollar value basis shown in 
the Tariff Commission questionnaire; it 
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shows that of brass straight pins 76 percent 
of the domestic production is sold in bulk 
to industrial users; and of steel, 91 percent, 
almost 92 percent, of the domestic sales are 
in bulk form to industrial users. 

"Now, those figures are for 1953, and they 
are pretty close to that for other recent 
years. For all sales put together, the bulk 
is 84.66 percent bulk for industrial use. 

"Now we believe that the imports consist 
chiefly of No. 16, No. 17, and No. 20 straight 
pins in bulk form; those are the size num
bers, sizes Nos. 16, 17, and 20. 

"In 1953, the domestic sales of those par
ticular sizes constituted 41.9 percent of their 
total sales. That is one figure I was not 
supposed to reveal; it was a slip. 

"Commissioner McGILL. Don't let us know 
about that because we might tell it to some-
body. . 

"'Mr. BRECKENRIDGE. I am sure, Commis
sioner, that Germany will know of it to
morrow, but we all make slips once in a 
while. I do not know whether they will fire 
me or not. But anyhow, it illustrates that 
the great bulk of the imports are affect
ing the backbone of the American pin in
dustry. The straight-pin industry is built 
around sizes Nos. 16, 17, and 20. 

"I have referred to the trend of sales and 
how they went down, beginning with 1950, 
when the imports increased in such tre
mendous volume--and when I say tremen
dous volume, I am referring to as compared 
with imports at any other time-and in 
1950, when everything was supposed to be 
prosperous, we had the Korean war scare
buying and everybody says we had quotas 
and could not sell enough, our inventory 
was 518,077 pounds of pins. That is shown 
on page 3 of 7 of the questionnaire, which 
is item 5, and the Commission will note that 
while the Korean war was still going on, our 
sales declined from 3 million to 2 million in 
round figures, and in inventory, as the Com
mission will see, went up very, very sub
stantially. 

"It would not indicate that we were short 
of pins or short of rna terial to produce them 
with. The situation has been such that this 
industry could pretty much control, in spite 
of the allocations, how much steel or brass 
it put into pins, as distinguished from other 
products. 

"The employment in the industry has not 
gone down alarmingly. The number of peo
ple, the number of hours, is not alarming 
as yet, but the downward tendency is appar
ent, and with the importers now having 
a foothold in the market, it will probably 
go down very rapidly if we do not obtain 
relief. 

"Now, a drop of 10 or 15 percent in the 
volume of this industry at this time could 
put most of the producers out of business 
unless they saw a recovery in the immediate 
future, and I believe the testimony of the 
individual applicants will substantiate that. 

"Mr. Chairman, that completes my open
ing statement. 

"Commissioner ScHREmER. Mr. Breckin
ridge, you do not mean that, if, for instance, 
Oakville was to drop out of the straight-pin 
business that they are making, that they 
would have to close up, do you? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. I did not say that, 
Commissioner, I hope. 

"Commissioner ScHREIBER. Well, you said 
they would have to go out of business. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. I intended to say they 
would go out of the straight-pin business. 

"These companies produce straight pins to 
make money, and if they do not make money 
they are not going to continue to produce 
them. They do not carry them as a loss 
leader in their line, and the straight-pin pro
duction has got to stand on its own feet, and 
if it does not make money they are going to 
take their money out and put it some place 
else. 

"Commissioner SCHREIBER. Wait a minute, 
this is straight pins. 
· "Mr. BRECKINRiDGE. Did I say safety pins? 

"Commissioner ScHREIBER. That is what 
you said. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Thank you, Commis
sioner; I hope the reporter will correct that. 
I am troubled with the same trouble the 
chairman is. I might ever say spring clothes• 
pins. 

"Commissioner TALBOT. Yesterday, Mr. 
Breckinr idge, I asked you the form of relief 
that you recommended. I had in mind an 
increase in tariff or a quota, and you said 
you would take it up before the end of the 
hearing, which, apparently, you forgot to do. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. I did not. 
"Commissioner TALBOT. Somebody forgot it, 

anyway, and we did not get it, so I assume 
you will put it in your brief. I do not find 
anything in here as to the form of relief you 
are asking. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. I believe it is in there, 
Mr. Commissioner, Commissioner Talbot. I 
did not completely forget it before. We were 
rushed for time, and I thought we would put 
it in the brief. 

"We have requested in the straight-pin 
ease--l will do it now so I will not forget 
it-we have requested-an import quota of 
100,000 pounds of straight pins. 

"We feel that is necessary to establish 
some stability in the market, and we feel it 
is the type of relief that can prevent injury 
and do the least amount of damage to the 
dollar resources of the countries which ex
port pins to the United States. 

"Commissioner TALBOT. The chairman 
points out to me that it is page 4 and 
page 5. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. The reason for that is 
with a quota limitation of 100,000 pounds 
that quantity can come in, which is more 
than has ever come in before 1950, that 
quantity can come in with the benefit of 
the concession, with the reduced duty, and 
give an additional dollar return to the for
eign countries involved; and it might bring 
about a situation where prices in this coun
try can increase, at least to a reasonable 
level, to where the domestic manufacturers 
can earn a fair return on the investment 
involved. 

"However, I think the Commission can be 
satisfied that a limitation would not cause 
any extremely high prices in the domestic 
market because you have eight producers, 
and the history will show that this has been 
a highly competitive business among our 
own domestic producers. We never had ex
travagant or exorbitant prices in the past, 
in the 1930's when imports were inconse
quential. I would not say inconsequential, 
but they were very, very small. 

"Now, if the Commission concludes that a 
quota-if the Commission finds injury and 
concludes that a quota-is not the right 
kind of relief to recommend, we urge that 
the duty be increased to 52¥2 percent. That 
is the maximum which it could be adjusted 
under the escape clause; that is the 50-
percent increase above the rate in effect on 
January 1, 1945, which was 35 percent. 

"Now, the law authorizes, in making con
cessions, that the rate be fixed anywhere 
between 50 percent above, 50 percent below, 
the rate in effect January 1, 1945. 

"I was pleased to note for the first time 
that a finding of the Commission had recom
mended an adjustment of the rate under the 
escape clause to above the original rate, I 
believe it was in the handblown glassware 
case. 

"While the industry feels that a quota is 
the better form of relief and would be even 
more acceptable to the importers and the 
foreign producers, we hope that 1f a quota 
1s not granted, that a rate of 527':! percent 
will be recommended. A mere reversion to 

the 35 percent would not prevent injury to 
this industry. 

"The third alternative is if the Commission 
decided merely to withdraw the concession 
entirely, if the Commission decided to recom
mend that, that is, we would prefer to have 
the concession entlrely withdrawn and let 
the rate revert to the statutory rate of 35 
percent rather than adjusting the conces
sion to 35 percent. 

"If the concession is entirely withdrawn, 
it would then make the industry eligible for 
relief under section 336 of the Tariff Act of 
1930, so they could apply for an increase up 
to as much as 52 Y:z percent on the basis of the 
difference between the foreign and domestic 
costs of production. 

"If the Commission does not feel it can 
recommend a rate higher than 35 percent, 
we hope they will open the door so we can 
present our case under the cost-of-produc
tion provision of the Tariff Act of 1930. 

"Thank you for bringing that up, Com
missioner Talbot. 

"Chairman BROSSARD. Commissioner Mc
Gill has a statement he would like to make. 

"Mr. McGILL. Mr. Chairman, I would first 
like to inquire if all the applicant manufac
turers of straight pins are present? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. They are all present 
but one, sir, which is Noesting, whose presi
dent had a heart attack recently but he has 
a representative here to speak for him. 

"Mr. McGILL. So that there is a representa
tive of the applicant-manufacturers present? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir. 
"Commissioner McGILL. Mr. Chairman, I 

wish to make a statement for the recor-d, in 
which I am joined by Commissioners Ryder 
and Edminister. 

"We want the record to show that the ap
plicants in this case have willfully refused to 
supply the Commission with information 
which the Commission agreed was pertinent 
to the instant investigation and which the 
Commission requested them to supply. The 
Commission has been very patient with the 
applicants, notwithstanding repeated asser
tions by their attorney that they would re
fuse to supply voluntarily information of the 
kind i!l question. With the exception of the 
investigation relating to safety pins, hearings 
in which have just been concluded, the Com
mission has never experienced a situation 
of this kind, and it is difilcult to understand 
this refusal to supply pertinent information 
by the very people who have invoked the 
Commission's jurisdiction in seeking relief 
for their industry. The type of information 
in question has been regularly called for in 
escape-clause investigations, but we have 
never experienced a deliberate and inten
tional refusal to cooperate such as has been 
exhibited by the behavior of these applicants. 

"In a situation of this kind, any suggestion 
that the Commission should resort to its 
compulsive powers in order to secure the de
sired information from the applicants is 
patently absurd. A different situation might 
obtain in this respect if domestic producers 
generally were cooperating and only a small 
but important segment of the industry was
withholding information. We are not here 
confronted with such a situation, however, as 
applicant-producers comprising over 90 per
cent of the production of the domestic in
dustry are adamant in their refusal to sup
ply the information. 

"The right of the Commission to call for 
i·nformation of the kind involved was origi
nally ·challenged by the attorney who is ap
pearing today in behalf of the applicants in 
connection with an application filed with 
the Commission on December 17, 1952, for 
an escape-clause investigation relating to 
safety pins. The Commission, after review
ing the application, decided that information 
called for by the pertinent rules of the 
Commission governing applications but not 
supplied with the applications should be fur-
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nished, and requested the applicants to sup
ply the information in a letter to the attorney 
dated December 31, 1952. A copy of this 
letter will be inserted in the record at this 
point. 

"I understand the Secretary has these let
ters and will supply them to the steno
graphic reporter. 

"(The letter dated December 31, 1952, above 
referred to, is as follows: ) 

"DECEMBER 31, 1952. 
"POPE, BALLARD & Loos, 

"Munsey Building, 
"Washington, D . C. 

"DEAR Sms: Reference is made to an appli
cation which you submitted to the T ariff 
Commission on December 17, 1952, in behalf 
of the DeLong Hook an<". Eye Co., Philadel
phia, Pa.; the Oakvil~e company division of 
the Scovill Manufacturing Co., Oakville, 
Conn.; William Prym, Inc., Dayville, Conn.; 
and the Risdon Manufacturing Co., Nauga
tuck, Conn., for an investigation under sec
tion 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension 
Act of 1951 with respect to safety pins. 

"The Commission, after considering th('J 
application, found that it fails substantially 
to furnish information called for by the pro
visions of part 207 of tt ... e Commission's Rules 
of Practice and Procedure, and ordered that 
the applicants be given until the close of 

· business February 1, 1953, to complete the 
application by furnishing the necessary ad
ditional information. Until the additional 
information is furnished, the Commission 
will treat the application as not properly 
filed. 

"The essential deficiency in the applica
tion lies in the failure to supply certain in
formation called for by section 207.3 (e) of 
the rules, particularly paragraphs ( 1) ( ii), 
(2), (3), and (5). It is noted that the 4 
appplicant companies are stated to be the 
producers of 90 percent or more of the l;lafety 
pins produced in the United states, and that 
all of them combine their safety-pin produc
tion with other lines of manufacture. Ac
cordingly, there would appear to be no rea
son why each of these companies could not 
supply the information called for in the 
provisions of the rules referred to. 

"Also noted is the statement in the appli
cation that much of the pertinent informa
tion called for in the rules, such as prices 
and profits, is a closely guarded secret of the 
various members of the industry and would 
have to be obtained by the Commission in 
confidence. In this connection, your atten
tion is called to sections 207.3 (e) and 207.4 
of the Commission's rules, which provide for 
the submission of confidential information 
in connection with the application. As is 
clearly evident from these rules, the confi
dential nature of information called for does 
not justify failure to furnish such informa
tion with the application. 

"In order to assist the applicant companies 
in supplying the necessary information we 
have prepared a form, copies of which are 
attached, which they may wish to use. Any 
information called for on the form which 
the applicants consider confidential may, if 
desired, be submitted in confidence by . each 
of the applicants separately. It should be 
noted that section 207.4 of the rules pro
vides that information submitted in confi
·dence should be submitted on separate pages 
clearly marked 'Confidential.' 

Sincerely yours. 
''DONN N. BENT, 

"Secretary. 

"Commissioner McGILL. The attorney for 
the applicants replied to the Commission 
under date of January 15, 1953, flatly refus
ing to comply and challenging even the Com
mission's right to make rules governing ap
plications for investigations. His reply will 
be inserted in the record at this point. 

"(The letter dated January 15, 1953, above 
referred to, is as follows:) 

"POPE BALLARD & LOOS, 
"Washington, D. C., January 15, 1953. 

"Re withdrawal of application for investiga
tion under section 7 with respect to 
safety pins. 

"Mr. DONN N. BENT, 
"Secretary, United States Tariff 

Commission, Washington, D. C. 
"DEAR MR. BENT: We have your letter of 

December 31, 1952, concerning the above
named application and we regret very much 
that the Commission has decided to ignore 
the application on the ground that it 'fails 
substantially to furnish information called 
for' and is 'not properly filed' under the 
Commission's rules of practice and procedure. 

"After a careful review of sections 6 and 7 
of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 
1951 (under which this investigation was 
requested) and after a careful review of 
the Commission's rules, the applicants are 
confident that their application, as filed, 
did include all of the information properly 
required by the Commission's rules. More 
specifically, the applicants strongly feel that 
their application was properly filed within 
the meaning of procedural section 7 (a) of 
the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 19.51, 
the pertinent part of which commands that 
'upon application of any interested party, 
the United States Tariff Commission shall 
promptly make an investigation and make 
a report thereon.' 

"The applicants feel that their application 
was properly filed within the meaning of 
this mandate of Congress and that the 
action of the Commission in deciding to 
ignore the application 'as not properly filed' 
was improper and not authorized by the 
statute. 

"Even though section 7 was designed and 
intended by Congress to set up the Commis
sion's procedure under escape-clause investi
gations and even though the applicants are 
convinced that the Commission's rules can
not modify this congressional mandate that 
the Commission 'shall promptly make an 
investigation,' they wish to state that in 
their considered opinion their application 
was 'properly filed' even within the would
be terms and provisions of the Commission's 
rules. 

"The application did submit all of the 
information required by such rules. Sub
paragraphs (a), (b), (c), and (d) of section 
207.3 attempt to indicate the type of infor
mation which shall or must be included in 
an application and a review of the applica
tion will show that all such information 
was included therein. Your letter does not 
question this fact. 

"You cite subparagraph (e) of section 207.3 
of the rules as indicating the type of in
formation called for but which was not 
included in the application and you enclose 
a table indicating the desired additional in
formation. A review of this subparagraph 
(e) will show that it only states that the 
additional information indicated therein and 
the information indicated on the table en
closed with your letter 'should also be 
furnished with an application, to the extent 
that it is readily available to the appli
cant.' 

"Thus, it is apparent that even the Com
mission's rules do not require that this in
formation must be submitted with the ap
plication. Some of such additional infor
mation was included in the application and 
the balance of it was not and is not readily 

·available to the applicants. Also such in
formation could not possibly be put to
gether in comparable and understandable 
form by the individual applicants prior to 
February 2 as required by the Commission's 
action. The application clearly indicated 
that such additional information was not 

readily available to the applicants but that 
it would be made available to Commission 
representatives by each individual appli
cant during the course of the investigation. 

"Furthermore, the applicants do not con
sider the information requested with respect 
to their production of other commodities as 
proper to be submitted to or even considered 
by the Commission within the terms or in
tent of sections 6 and 7. The applicants 
have not requested an investigation concern
ing any of the products they produce other 
than safety pins. Consequently, they do not 
consider it appropriate to submit to the Com
mission information concerning their opera
tions with respect to such other commodities 
(which differ from applicant to applicant). 
They consider themselves as representative 
of the overwhelming majority (90 percent) 
of the 'domestic industry' producing safety 
pins which are like and directly competitive 
with imported safety pins within the mean
ing of sections 6 and 7. As to their produc
tion of other products, which varies from 
company to company, they do not consider 
themselves as constituting a 'domestic in
dustry' within the meaning of said statute. 
Consequently, each individual applicant does 
not consider any information with respect to 
their production of other products as being 
material or relevant to the issue involved in 
the requested investigation. They also feel 
that it would be improper for the Tariff 
Commission even to consider any such infor
mation. They feel that the sole question in
volved in section 7 investigation would be 
the effect of imported safety pins upon the 
American producers, capital, and laborers 
employed in the production of safety pins, 
without regard to other income they might 
have or other products they might produce. 

"In view of these basic differences in inter
pretation of sections 6 and 7 and concerning 
the propriety of the Commission's rules to 
such extent as they may differ from the 
statute, the application is hereby withdrawn 
in accordance with rule 201.8 (d). 

"In view of section 201.10 of the Commis
sion's rules concerning public notices and 
since the Commission does not consider this 
application as "properly filed, .. it is as&umed 
that the Commission has made no public 
notice of the receipt of this application and 
that its contents have not been discussed 
with any parties outside of the Commission. 
Since there is to be no investigation, the 
applicants are extremely anxious that the 
information contained in the application be 
kept strictly confidential. Consequently, it 
is hereby requested that all copies of the 
application be returned until such time as 
the applicants may decide to reapply for an 
investigation. 

"Within a few days the undersigned will 
drop by your office to pick up the application. 

"Very truly yours, 
"JOHN BRECKINRIDGE, 

"Attorney for DeLong Hook & Eye Co., 
Philadelphia, Pa.; Oakville Division 
of the Scovm Manutactu1·ing Co., 
Oakville, Conn.; William Prym, 
Inc., Dayville, Conn.,· Risdon Man
ufacturing Co., Naugatuck, Conn. 

"Commissioner McGILL. It will be noted 
that the Commission did not reject the ap
plication, but merely called for the desired 
information which should have been fur
nished with the application. It will be fur
ther noted that the attorney for the appli
cants withdrew the application voluntarily. 

"The application in the intsant investiga
tion relating to straight pins was filed on 
September 23, 1953, by the same attorney who 
represented the applicants in the safety pin 
case referred to above. This application re
flected a deliberate omission of the kind of 
information which was omitted from the 

·former application relating to safety pins. 
However, for the reasons stated in the Com
mission's letter dated September 25, 1953, to 
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the attorney for the applica!lts, the Commis· 
sion instituted the investigation. A copy of 
the Commission's letter of September 25 will 
be inserted in the record at this point. 

"(The letter dated September 25, 1953, 
above referred to, is as follows: ) 

"SEPTEMBER 25, 1953. 
"POPE, BALLARD & LOOS, 

"Munsey Building, 
"Washington, D. C. 

"(Attention Mr. John Breckinridge.) 
"DEAR Sms: The receipt is acknowledged 

of an application filed September 23, 1953, in 
behalf of the American straight-pin industry 
for an investigation under section 7 of the 
Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951 with 
respect to straight (common) pins. 

"The Commission has noted the statement 
in the application that 'Such additional in
formation as is indicated as desirable by rule 
207.3 (e) has . also been included if it was 
readily available to the applicants in a form 
that it could be· submitted on an industry 
basis in understandable form.' It appears, 
however, that none of the information indi
cated in paragraphs (2) and (3), and much 
of the information indicated in paragraph 
( 5) of section 207.3 ( e f of the rules has been 
furnished with the application. While it is 
difficult for the Commission to believe that 
most of this information is not readily avail
able to the applicants, it has decided to in· 
stitute the investigation. A copy of the pub
lic notice of the investigation is attached. 

"In view of the position which you took in 
the safety-pin case the Commission wishes it 
to be clearly understood that the institution 
of the instant investigation is not to be con
sidered as refiecting any doubt on the part 
of the Commission as to its authority to call 
for and to consider information of the kind 
indicated in section 207.3 (e) of the rules, 
including paragraphs (27), (3), and (5) of 
that section. Such information is consid
ered by the Commission to be pertinent to 
investigations under section 7 of the Trade 
Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amend
ed, and will be called for in the course of the 
investigation with respect to straight pins. 

"Sincerely yours, 
"DONN N. BENT, 

"Secretary. 

"Commissioner MCGILL. On September 28, 
1953, presumably after the receipt of the 
Commission's aforementioned letter of Sep
tember 25, the attorney for the applicants 
in this investigation relating to straight pins 
filed an application for an investigation re
lating to safety pins which, except for bring
ing certain data down to date, was practically 
identical with the previous application re
lating to safety pins filed December 17, 1952. 
The Commission, nevertheless, instituted an 
investigation, but advised the attorney for 
the applicant, in a letter dated October 30, 
1953, that it would call for information of 
the kind omitted from the application dur
ing the course of the investigation. A copy 
of this letter will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

"(The letter, dated. October 30, 1953, above 
referred to, is as follows:) . 

"OCTOBER 30, 1953. 
"POPE, BALLARD & Loos, 

"Munsey Building, 
"Washington, D. C. 

"(Attention Mr. John Breckinridge.) 
"DEAR SiRs: The receipt is acknowledge of 

an application filed September 28, 1953, for 
an investigation under section 7 of the 
Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as 
amended, with respect to safety pins. 

"It is noted that, except for bringing cer· 
tain tables relating to production, sales, and 
imports down to date through the first 
6 months of 1953, the application is identi
cal with that filed in behalf of the same ap• 
plican~ on December 17, 1952, and which 
was withdrawn January 15, 1953, as a result 
of the Commission's request in its letter of 

December 31, 1952, for information which it 
considered should be furnished with the 
application. 

"In view of the fact that the applicants 
chose to withdraw their previous application 
rather than supplement the application with 
the information requested in our letter of 
December 31, 1952, thus unnecessarily de
laying the investigation for almost a year, 
the Commission has concluded that, to avoid 
a possible repetition of such action, it will 
institute the investigation requested in the 
instant application. A copy of the Commis
sion's notice of investigation is enclosed. 

"The Commission wishes it to be clearly 
understood that the institution of the in
stant investigation is not to be considered as 
refiecting any doubt on the part of the Com
mission as to its authority to call for and to 
consider information of the kind indicated 
in section 207.3 (e) of the Rules of Prac
tice and Procedure, including paragraphs 
(2), (3), and (5) of that section. Such 
information is considered by the Commission 
to be pertinent to investigations under sec
tion 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension 
Act of 1951, as amended, and will be called 
for in the course of the investigation with 
respect to safety pins. 

"Sincerely yours, 
"DONN N. BENT, 

"Secretary. 

"Commissioner McGILL. Under date of 
October 31, 1953, the attorney for the ap
plicants in the investigations relating to 
both straight pins and safety pins addressed 
a letter to the Commission in which he 
again indicated that the applicants in both 
cases would refuse to furnish the Commis
sion with the information in question, ex
cept under compulsion. A copy of this let
ter will be inserted in the record at this 
point. 

"(The letter dated October 31, 1953, above 
referred to, is as follows:) 

"PoPE, BALLARD & Loos, 
"Washington, D. C., October 31, 1953. 

"Re investigation No. 28 (straight pin in
dustry) and investigation No. 29 (safety 
pin industry). 

"Mr. DONN N. BENT, 
"Secretary, · United States Tariff Com

mission, Washington, D. C. 
"DEAR MR. BENT: We thank you for your 

letters of September 25 and October 30, 1953, 
advising that the Commission has, under 
sections 6 and 7 of the Trade Agreements 
Extension Act of 1951, instituted investiga
tion No. 28 with respect to the straight (com
mon) pin industry and investigation No. 29 
with respect to the safety-pin industry. We 
acknowledge also the copies of the public 
notices of these investigations issued by the 
Commission. 

"The applicants are gratified that the Com
mission has instituted these two investiga
tions. We are instructed to inform the 
Commission that the applicants will submit 
to the Commission or make available to its 
representatives any requested information 
in their possession concerning imports or 
their domestic employment, production, 
costs, sales, and profits with respect tr 
straight pins or safety pins, the two com
modities with which the announced investi
gations deal. All books and records of each 
applicant dealing directly with these two 
commodities (or indirectly to such extent 
as necessary for allocation of overhead costs 
or similar items) will be made available for 
inspection to any authorized representative 
of the Commission. 

"Your letters of September 25 and October 
30 comment upon the area and character 
of evidence to be called for and considered 
in connection with each investigation. 

"As indicated in your letter of January 15, 
1953, it is our view that to such extent as 
the information indicated as desirable in 
paragraphs (2) , (3}, and (5} of section 207.3 

(e) of the Commission's rules of practice 
and procedure, and referred to in your let
ters, relates to the production or sales of 
commodities other than straight pins or 
safety pins, or to other sources of income, 
it is not material or relevant to the investi
gation of the straight-pin industry or the 
investigation of the safety-pin industry 
within the meaning of sections 6 and 7 of 
the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951. 
The applicants have not requested nor has 
the Commission ordered an investigation of 
the effect of imports upon applicant's pro
duction or sales of commodities other than 
straight pins or safety pins. .Applicants do 
not presently claim that their profits from 
production of other commodities or that 
their income from other sources are being 
adversely threatened by imports. 

"It is our position that an applicant's pro
duction of other commodities or its income 
from other sources does not constitute a 
part of the 'domestic industry producing' 
straight pins or a part of the 'domestic in
dustry producing' safety pins. Also, it is 
our position that applicants producing 
straight pins only are not a part of the 
'domestic industry producing' safety pins 
and that the applicants producing safety 
pins only are not a part of the 'domestic 
industry producing' straight pins. The two 
are separate and distinct industries and must 
stand on their own merits or demerits. 

"In past instances, as indicated by your 
letter, members of the Commission have 
taken a view different from that to which 
we subscribe but this action on the part 
of the Commission has not been unanimous. 
We wish to earnestly urge upon the Com
mission a further consideration of all of the 
factors involved in this question. For this 
reason, we shall not voluntarily supply in
formation beyond the boundaries indicated 
herein. We hope that upon consideration 
the Commission will uphold our view. How
ever. if the Commission concludes that a. 
subpena or subpenas are to be issued to com
pel the production of this data, we shall 
promptly comply with such order. 

"We wish to again emphasize the fact that 
all of the applicants, in each case, desire to 
cooperate fully with the Commission and its 
staff in supplying any and all requested in
formation from their records dealing directly 
with their production and sales of straight 
pins or safety pins, as the case may be. 

"In order to facilitate their full coopera
tion, the applicants would like to suggest an 
informal conference at the Commission at 
the earliest convenient time. It is felt that 
such an informal conference would facilitate 
a determination of the type of information 
with respect to safety pins and straight pins 
desired by the Commissio:1 and would en
able the applicants to ma.ke their own prepa
rations for supplying such information as 
fully and promptly as possible. At such a 
conference the applicants would also like to 
discuss the possibility of a change in the 
hearing dates the Commission has an
nounced. 

"Very truly yours, 
"JOHN BRECKINRIDGE. 

"Commissioner McGILL. The Commission 
responded to this letter under date of No
vember 17, 1953, a copy of which response 
will be inserted in the RECORD at this point. 

"(The letter above referred to is as fol
lows:) 

"NOVEMBER 17, 1953. 
"POPE BALLARD & Loos, 

"Munsey Building, 
"Washington, D. C. 

"(Attention Mr. John Breckinridge.) 
"DEAR SIRS: Reference is made to your let

ter of October 31, 1953, with regard ·to in
vestigations No. 28 and No. 29 under section 
7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 
1951, as amended, covering straight pins and 
safety pins, respectively. Reference is also 
made to your letter of November 3, 1953, re-
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questing postponement of the hearings in 
these investigations. 

"The Commission has noted your statement 
that the applicants in the above-mentioned 
investigations will not voluntarily furnish 
information regarding their operations other 
than will respect to straight pins or safety 
pins ,and your request that the Commission 
give further consideration to the position 
taken 'by the applicants. In its letter to you 
dated September 25 with respect to investi
gation No. 28, and in its letter to you dated 
October 30 with respect to investigation No. 
29, the Commission clearly stated its posi
tion in this matter and therefore does not 
consider further comment in this connection 
to be necessary. 

"The investigations will proceed in the 
usual manner, and information which the 
Commission considers pertinent to the in
vestigations, including information relating 
to the operations of the domestic industries 
producing safety pins and straight pins with 
respect . to other commodities produced by 
such industries, will be called for in due 
course. If any of such information is not 
furnished voluntarily, the Commission will 
either exercise its right to require the pro
duction of any such information by subpena 
or to take such action, other than compul
sive measures, as it may determine to be 
appropriate. 

"With respect to your suggestion for an 
informal conference at the Commission for 
the purpose of facilitating a determination 
of the type of information desired by the 
Commission and to enable the applicants 
to make preparations for supplying such 
information as fully and promptly as pos
sible, the Commission has authorized the 
undersigned to arrange a conference between 
the applicants and appropriate members of 
the Commission's staff for such time as may 
be mutually convenient. However, it should 
be understood that such a conference will 
not ~nclude a consideration of any question 
regarding limitations on the extent of the 
operations of the industries concerned which 
is to be the subject of inquiry by the Com
mission in these investigations. 

"Your request for postponement of the 
hearings in the investigations in question 
has been granted by the Commission. The 
hearing in investigation No. 29 has been 
postponed to March 23, 1954, and the hearing 
in investigation No. 28 has been postponed 
to March 24, .1954. 

"Sincerely yours, 
"DON N. BENT, 

"Secretary. 
"Commissioner McGILL. In accordance 

with its usual practice, the Commission in 
the course of the investigations formulated 
questionnaires which were mailed to the 
producers of straight and safety pins on Jan
uary 8, 1954, calling for information which 
the Commission considered pertinent to the 
investigations. These questionnaires were 
duly approved by the Bureau of the Budget. 
A copy of the Commission's questionnaire 
will be included in the record as Commission 
Exhibit No. 1. 

"(The document was marked 'Commission 
Exhibit No. 1.') 

"Commissioner McGILL. None of the ap
plicants returned the Commission's ques
tionnaires; instead, they each sent to the 
Commission their own statements of infor
mation, which statements supplied some of 
the information called for in the Commis
sion's questionnaires. However, none of the 
statements contained information of the 
kind in question and which the attorney 
for the applicants had previously repeatedly 
asserted would not be supplied to the Com
mission voluntarily. 

"The Commissioners joining in this state
ment consider that the applicants have wil
fully refused to cooperate with the Com
mission; that the applicants are attempting 
to dictate to the Commission the extent and 
scope of its investigations; and are insisting 

on substituting their judgment for that of 
the Commission as to what information is 
pertinent to the investigations. The infor
mation which the applicants have been re
quested to furnish and which they have 
wilfully refused to furnish is necessary to 
the Co-mmissioners joining in this statement 
in order for them to arrive at a proper 
decision in the case, and the Commission 
itself has agreed that the information is 
pertinent to these investigations. In the 
absence of such information being furnished 
by the applicants concerned, the Commis
sioners joining in this statement will be 
unable to formulate findings on the merits 
in this investigation. 

"Inasmuch as it is obvious that the appli
cants do not intend to furnish the desired 
information voluntarily, we are of the 
opinion that this investigation should be 
terminated forthwith and that the Commis
sion should immediately issue a report there
on, without formal findings , explaining the 
reasons for the termination of the investiga
tion. 

"Now, Mr. Chairman, that completes the 
statement that I desire to make, but I de
sire to inquire of the counsel for the ap
plicants, inasmuch as it took considerable 
time in the safety-pin investigation to cover 
the point, if the applicants, and each of 
them-and they are entitled, either one of 
them, any or all of them, to answer for 
themselves if they so desire, if they continue 
and at this time decline to supply the in
formation requested in the questionnaires of 
the Commission as has been mentioned? 

"Mr. BERCKINRIDGE. Senator McGill, in ac
cordance with your desire, I have discussed 
the matter with all of the applicants and 
each have indicated that they would stand 
on the position they have taken in the past, 
as explained in my letters to the Commis
sion and as explained by Mr. Heron, and that 
they will supply the information to the Com
mission if it is subpenaed. 

"Commissioner McGILL. If not subpenaed, 
do they decline to supply the information? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. They Will not supply 
the information voluntarily, sir. 

"Commissioner McGILL. They understand, 
and you understand, just what portions of 
the questionnaire to which reference has 
been made? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir. The portion 
they decline to submit voluntarily is that 
portion dealing with their production, sales, 
and profits on products other than straight 
pins. 

"Commissioner McGILL. Mr. Breckinridge, 
at the hearing on safety pins, I enumer
ated the various places in the Commission's 
questionnaire, referred to them by page, and 
the items contained on each page. You have 
that all in mind? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir. 
"Commissioner McGILL. And you decline 

to supply it without its being subpenaed? 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir; and, as I in

terpreted those portions of the question
naire which the Senator mentioned, it was 
those dealing with the production, employ
ment, sales, and profits of products other 

· than straight pins. 
"Now, Senator, Mr. Heron, my associate 

and partner in my firm, is going to make a 
brief statement at this point concerning our 
position. I would suggest that it might be 
appropriate to permit him to appear at this 
time. 

"Commissioner McGILL. They have indi
cated what they intend to do, and I am not 
in tending to go through some proceeding 
here for no particular purpose. 

"The questions, Mr.--
••Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Mr. Chairman, COUld 

I at that point-! think what we wanted to 
do, what Mr. Heron wanted to do, was to 
ask that his statement of our position on 
the issue be included in the record as though 
it were given here in full, although he will 
not make the statement in full. 

"Commissioner McGILL. I have no objec
tion to that, except I would like to have 
what I am about to ask precede that .in the 
record. 

"Chairman BROSSARD. Yes. 
"Commissioner McGILL. Mr. Breckinridge, 

do you have the Commission's question
naire there? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir; I have it right 
before me. 

"Commissioner McGILL. I would like to 
call your attention, on the first page, the 
items on that page shown down a little more 
than the middle of the page and headed by 
the letters D and E. Do you have those in 
mind? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir. 
"Commissioner McGILL. I take it you 

have. 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir. 
"Commissioner MCGILL. And on the next 

page, the items at the top, near the top of 
the page headed C and D? 

"That would be page 2. 
"Mr. BREKINRIDGE. Yes, sir; all other prod

ucts and total. 
"Commissioner MCGILL. Then, at the bot

tom ot.the page under title 'Average Number 
of Persons Employed,' all of the iteinS con
tained therein? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. No, sir. We have sup
plied (2) (a) on safety pins, (2) (c) on 
straight pins, (3) (b) on safety pins, (3) (c) 
on straight pins. 

"Commissioner McGILL. You have not 
supplied item (1) under that heading? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. No, sir; that is all. 
"Commissioner McGILL. In either case? 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. No, sir; because those 

refer to total employees on other products. 
"Commissioner McGILL. You have not 

supplied those items which I have last men
tioned? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. No, sir; the applicants 
have not supplied that. 

"Commissioner McGILL. On the following 
page, which would be page 3. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. It is page ·4 of 7, I be
lieve, sir. 

"Commissioner MCGILL. It would be 4, 
page 4, instead of 3, under the first heading 
of 'Item,' you find that, that part under the 
heading of 'A'? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir; all products. 
"Commissioner McGILL. You have that in 

mind. · 
"Under the next group headed under the 

title 'Item,' in that place you have in mind 
that headed by 'A'? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes; that is other 
products again. 

"Commissioner McGILL. I know lt shows 
for what it is, but I am asking if you have 
that in mind. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir. 
"Commissioner McGILL. Then, the ne;xt 

page there is nothing on it; but the follow
ing page, which I think would be page 6-
would it be page 6? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Page 5 of 7, I believe. 
"Commissioner McGILL. Well, you have 

this place in mind? 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir. 
"Commissioner McGILL. Under operating 

statements? That is, 15, at the ·top of the 
page, you have in mind the matter men
tioned under the heading A? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Is that the one refer
ring to operating statements on the overall 
business of each firm? 

"Commissioner McGILL. It reads: 'Submit 
with this questionnaire audited profit-and
loss statements and balance sheets for your 
company as a whole for your accounting 
years 1939 and 1948 to 1953 inclusive.' 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir. The appli
cants have not furnished that. 

"Commissioner McGILL. You have that in 
mind? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir. 
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"Commissioner McGILL. Then, under the 

title 'Item,' you have all of the matters in· 
valved in the subdivision headed by fig. 
ure '1.' 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir, that is the one 
covering all products. 

"Commissioner McGILL. Y:ou have that in 
mind? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir. 
"Commissioner McGILL. You have all of 

them in mind when you say that you de· 
cline to supply the information except on 
subpena? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. My statement was that 
the applicants will not submit it and sup· 
ply it voluntarily, sir. 

"Commissioner McGILL. Unless they are 
subpenaed, as I understood you? 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Yes, sir; that is COr• 
rect. 

"Commissioner McGILL. Yes, sir. 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. I WOUld like at this 

time, just to be sure that all the applicants 
are here--

"Chairman BRossARD. Just a moment. Mr. 
Martin wanted to raise a question on some· 
thing about it, I think. 

"Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, sin~ as I 
understand it, Mr. Heron has agreed not to 
read his statement but to put it in the 
record, I wonder if it would not be satis· 
factory to make it an exhibit rather than 
to extend the transcript. Monday's state· 
ment ran 28 pages in the transcript. 
Wouldn't it be just as effective--

"Commissioner McGILL. May we take that 
up just as soon as-I thought Mr. Breckin· 
ridge wanted to take up something about the 
questions we asked him. 

"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. I WOUld say that it is. 
not satisfactory. 

"I wanted to say to you, Senator McGill, if 
all of the applicants are here, and if any of 
them disagree with wha.t I just said to the 
Commission, they should have this oppor.· 
tunity, and the record should show that 
they were all present, and by not saying
anything they agreed with what I have 
stated. 

"Commissioner McGILL. That is ·the way 
I assumed, and I invited any or all of them 
to answer individually if they saw fit. . 

"Chairman BROSSARD. Are there any of the 
representatives of the industry here who de·· 
sire to make a statement contrary to the 
representations of counsel? 

"(No response.) 
"Chairman BROSSARD. It is agreed. 
"Commissioner McGILL. I did not mean to 

interrupt Mr. Martin if he had something to 
say, but I thought Mr. Breckinridge wanted 
to finish that. 

"Chairman BROSSARD. Just one statement. 
This matter, as I said when we began the 
hearing on safety pins, is a matter which 
the Commission had before it in a Com· 
mission meeting, and the Commission de· 
cided to proceed with the hearing to get all 
the information it could at this hearing, so 
we will proceed with the hearing. 

"Commissioner McGILL. I think we will do 
the same as we did in the safety-pin investi
gation, and I will state that the vote was 
3 to 3. 

"Chairman BROSSARD. Thank you. 
"Commissioner TALBOT. It was 3 to 2 in the 

safety pin. 
"Commissioner McGILL. Not at the Com. 

mission meeting, it was not. 
"Chairman BROSSARD. It was 3 to 3 in the 

Commission meeting, and so stated. 
"Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Mr. Chairman, I WOUld 

like to have my partner, Mr. Heron, respond 
to the question put by Mr. Martin, counsel 
for the importers. 

"Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, if the alterne.· 
tive to my suggestion is reading the state· 
ment, I withdraw the suggestion. · 

"Chairman BROSSARD. I think it WOUld be 
advisable, since everybody heard the state· 
ment, if the statement is inserted in the_ 

record, if that is agreeable to everybody, 
Is there any objection to that? It will be 
inserted in the record, and you will not need 
to make it. 

"Mr. HERON. Thank you, sir. 
"(The statement of Mr. Heron appears at 

the beginning of these extracts from the 
hearing.)" 

Mr. Speaker, as the author of the escape 
clause as it is now contained in section 6 
and section 7 of Public Law 50, I have some 
idea of what the Congress intended when 
this major change was made in our trade 
policy. 

As a witness some weeks ago before the 
Tariff Commission on hearing · No. 28, deal· 
ing with straight pins, I stated what I con· 
sidered the intent of the Congress. 

John Breckinridge, attorney with the firm 
of Pope, Ballard & Loos, questioned me, as 
follows: 

"Mr. BRECKINBRIDGE. What in your opinion 
was the understanding of the House of the 
words, 'domestic industry', when they de
bated and adopted the escape clause con· 
taining those words? 

"Mr. BAILEY. I think if you will peruse my 
debate on the House floor, you will under· 
stand what the primary object was. It was to 
prot ect domestic industries, producers of 
individual articles who were being harassed, 
injured, harmed by importations, excessive 
import s of like products coming from 
abroad." 

Mr. Breckinridge reviewed the entire his· 
tory of the escape clause and other tariff 
legislation using the words "domestic indus· 
try." It seems indisputable that the clause 
was written primarily to protect individual 
products which are injured by imports. 
Otherwise, section 7 of the Trade Agreements 
Act is made impotent for its intended pur· 
pose. If an interpretation is put upon it 
that the overall situation of the companies, 
asking relief-including unrelated prod· 
ucts-can be taken into account, the result 
is absurdity. Plainly, then, only informa· 
tion concerning the straight pin industry 
should be considered by the Tariff Commis· 
sion in deciding whether that industry is 
entitled to relief under sections 6 and 7 of 
the Trade Agreements Act.· 

I do not see how the Commission can, 
upon mature and sober consideration, con· 
elude otherwise. To me the action of these 
three Commissioners reflects a lack of sym· 
pathy with the congressional mandate of the 
escape clause and an unwillingness to carry 
out the clear intent of Congress to protect 
the American production of those specific 
products which were being threatened with 
injury from imports of a like or competitive 
product. 

I hope that those Commissioners who so 
injudiciously prejudged the case and an· 
nounced their decision at the opening of the 
public hearing, before hearing the facts or 
arguments of the applicants, will give this 
important matter further thought and re· 
consider their position. At least, I hope, in 
their report on the case, they will give a 
complete and clear statement of their inter· 
pretation of the words "domestic industry." 
The Commission has never defined these 
words and t he Congress should understand 
their interpretation. These words constitute 
the very heart of the escape clause. 

Today the Congress finds itself at the 
crossroads in our trade policies. Should 
the Congress fail to enact legislation con· 
tained in H. R. 9159, which drastically altered 
the present administrative features of our 
tariff law, then I would suggest to the Con· 
gress that we immediately enact and clarify 
the language and the intent of Congress 
when it amended the Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Act by adding the escape clause 
intended to protect America's labor, capital, 
and management devoted to the produc. 
tion of individual products on which the · 
t ariff has been provided by the Congress. 

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BAILEY. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER of Kansas. I would like to ask 

the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
BAILEY), does not the Federal Trade Com· 
mission cite any law on which they base 
the decision to which he referred? 

Mr. BAILEY. I will reply to the gentleman 
from Kansas in this way. They say that they 
are unable to interpret the intent of the 
Congress in passing the escape clause; that 
they have set up certain rules and regula· 
tions and printed them, which were control· 
ling, and that they were not complying with 
the rules and regulations of the Tariff Com· 
mission. Those rules and regulations were 
not established by the Congress but by the 
Tariff Commission. I say that their action 
is arbitrary. 

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. I thank the gentle· 
man. 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE 
RECORD 
On request, and by unanimous con

sent,· addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

By Mr. KNOWLAND: 
Address delivered by Senator BENDER at 

Youngstown, Ohio, on February 24, 1955, 
dealing with America's business future. 

By Mr. SCHOEPPEL: 
Address entitled "Let's Put America First," 

delivered by Senator JENNER before the 
Dallas Public Affairs Club and the Committee 
of One Hundred, at Dallas, Tex., on February 
14, 1955. 

By Mr. NEUBERGER: 
Statement s by him and by the Secretary 

of the Interior on the question of the public 
power issue and the so-called partnership 
program of the national administration. 

By Mr. PAYNE: 
Address delivered by the Secretary of the 

Treasury on February 16, 1955, at Philadel· 
phia, Pa., relating to the accomplishments 
of the Eisenhower administration. 

THE 14 FUNDAMENTAL FACTS OF 
THE NUCLEAR AGE 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, in 
the October 1954 issue of the Review of 
Politics, which is published by the Uni
versity of Notre Dame, Indiana, there 
was published an article under the head
ing of "Courage or ·Perdition?-The 14 
Fundamental Facts of the Nuclear Age," 
written by Fe~reus. 

Mr. President, from time to time ar
ticles which have great significance and 
great interest appear in various publi
cations. I wish to ask at this time 
unanimous consent that the article to 
which I have just alluded may be print
ed in the body of the RECORD. It deals 
with vital matters affecting the defense 
of our country. 

I would particularly call the article to 
the · attention of the chairman of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, the 
chairman of the Committee on Armed. 
Services, the chairman of the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy, and the 
ranking members of those three com
mittees. I think they will find the arti
cle challenging, and in due time and at 
an early date I believe they will want 
to explore some of the very basic ques
tions raised, which vitally affect the 
security of the country. 
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Fundamentally, the article takes up 
the possibilities of an effective system 
of inspection relative to atomic energy. 
That question, of course, is of vital con
cern to this Government and to the 
American people, in view of the fact that 
the Soviet Union to date has rejected all 
proposals for effectively checking on 
atomic weapon development. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
COURAGE OR PERDITION?-THE 14 FUNDA

MENTAL FACTS OF THE NUCLEAR AGE 

(By Ferreus) 
However distasteful it may be, nuclear 

weapons of the fission and fusion types have 
come to stay. Henceforth, they will be as 
much a part of human existence as rain and 
snow, morality and crime, the telephone and 
the airplane, pacifism and aggressiveness, 
freedom and tyranny, stupidity and wisdom. 
It is unlikely that this new invention can 
be undone except through the destruction 
of civilization itself. On the contrary, nu
cleonics sooner or later will provide the 
foundation of industrial ·civilization all over 
the globe. Given the anticipated increase in 
consumption or our energy resources, it ap
pears that nuclear fuels, on a large scale, will 
have to be made available to industr:1 with
in the life span of the present generation. 
Otherwise economic decline (and hence po
litical catastrophe) must come· about as the 
result of the gradual depletion of oil and 
coal deposits, the concurrent price rise of 
mineral fuels, the lack of a mineral energy 
basis in many countries, the rapidly rising 
demand for industrial goods, and the unin
terrupted increase of population. 

On a less cosmic scale, the continued prog
ress of many individual industries is depend
ent, at least partially, upon the early utili
zation of nuclear- techniques and materials. 
For example, the future of surface and pos
sibly air transportation, of irrigation agri
culture, and perhaps of the chemical and 
metallurgical industries, is interrelated with 
nuclear advances. Both energy needs and 
technological changes make it inevitable 
that large nuclear industries, including pro
ducers of fissile materials and atomic parti
cles, will arise in presently industrialized 
countries. It is no less inevitable that such 
industries will grow in under-developed 
areas, because nuclear technology offers an 
unprecedented chance of cutting the time 
requirements for industrialization. Nucle
onics are fast becoming a global . necessity. 
Naturally, in a world where there are numer
ous installations using nuclear techniques, 
and where there are also many basic nuclear 
producers, there must be available manifold 
abilities to build nuclear weapons. The in
evitability of the nucleonic age and the 
emergency of nuclear industrial potentials 
is the first fundamental fact which we must 
grasp firmly. 

True, the mere existence of nuclear indus
tries or even of atomic weapons does not by 
itself pose a security threat. This threat 
arises only when such weapons are in the 
hands of the politically immoral and unin
hibited, and more particularly, in the hands 
of governments or political (and criminal) 
groups willing to employ such weapons for 
the blackmail or destruction of their oppo
nents. It may be argued that, given govern
mental encouragement to the present tend
ency of society to decentralize, and given 
some efforts to reduce the vulnerability of 
factories and cities, the relative effectiveness 
of nuclear weapons could be reduced. It 
also may be argued that the employment of 
nuclear weapons could reduce war to a sin
gle battle of a few days' duration and that, 
while casualties in this battle would be very 
heavy, total casualties would be smaller than 

those resulting from a hypothetical pro
tracted war fought without nuclear weap
ons. In comparison with wars of previous 
centuries, a nuclear war indeed need not be 
more destructive of human lives than, let 
us say, the Thirty Years' War (which, admit
tedly, would be scant solace). However, 
these arguments may be countered with 
equally, and perhaps more, cogent objec
tions. In the end, the disputants should 
agree easily that wars in general, and nu
clear wars in particular, are most unpleas
ant occurrences which all of us must make 
strong efforts to avoid. Hence the question 
arises: granting the inevitable existence of 
nuclear capabilitiefi are there feasible meth
ods for avoiding a nuclear holocaust? 

A nuclear monopoly in the hands of an 
aggressive dictator certainly would have 
spelled doom for much of mankind. If, ·by 
the end of the Second World War, Stalin had 
possessed such a monopoly in the form of a 
significant weapons stockpile, he would have 
been able to establish a Soviet world domin
ion; in all likelihood, he would have pro
ceeded to do so. Or we may ask ourselves 
what might have happened if the Nazis had 
come into possession of an operational stock
pile of atomic weapons prior to the Nor
mandy invasion? Had not the United States 
achieved the first atomic stockpile in history, 
human society would have suffered the worst 
catastrophe in its history. Let us be grate
ful that this disaster was spared us. 

If an aggressor were to use nuclear weap
ons in the future, he would do so in the 
expectancy of retaliation in kind. We prob
ably are entitled to make some rationalistic 
assumption with respect to human nature, 
including the psychology of aggressors. If 
we assume then, that aggressors aim at the 
fruits of war but dare shoulder only the 
minimum of sacrifice, we should expect that 
in the face of a deadly retaliatory threat, 
aggressors might abstain from the employ
ment of nuclear weapons. Yet this expecta
tion cannot be firm because the aggressor 
may be able to neutralize, by military or 
political means, the capability or willingness 
of his opponents to retaliate; and secondly, 
because he may be a madman (in the clini
cal sense) , and hence not be rationally 
mindful of the consequences of his acts-in 
fact, depopulation and the creation of ruin 
and chaos may be his primary objectives. 
Hence the concept that atomic attack is pre
ventable through the threat of retaliation, 
while probably valid in general, cannot be 
relied u·pon in all and any circumstances. 

There is a school of thought which denies 
that security against atomic destruction can 
be obtained at all through retaliatory threat. 
The fear is that retaliation would compound 
the evil. In different variants and mixtures, 
it is proposed that the supervised destruc
tion of existing stockpiles and the establish
ment of an international control apparatus 
be undertaken in order to prevent the future 
production of nuclear weapons. Perpetual 
international control is the heart of this 
concept; its purpose is to make nuclear war 
impossible through nuclear disarmament. 
There have been numerous schemes setting 
forth infallible and effective control arrange
ments. Many supplementary and occasion
ally ingenious ideas have been proposed to 
provide for the closing of the loopholes 
which, invariably, appeared after a particu· 
lar scheme had been analyzed closely. 

The drawing of utopias has been the fa· 
vorite pastime of our nuclear Morus, Cam
penellas, and Bellamies. It is amazing that 
such cerebrations have arrested the atten· 
tion of political scientists and even of prac· 
tieing statesmen (if we assume their atten
tion was genuine). No less startling is the 
fact that discussions about such schemes 
usually ignore the practical difficulties 
which would arise even in the unlikely event · 
of an international agreement undertaken 
in truly good faith. 

Let us look at three of these practical dif
ficulties. 

1. Effective atomic control probably would 
entail the direct watching of no less than 
100,000 industrial firms and factories the 
world over; hence at least 300,000 technically 
qualified inspectors would have to be as
signed to the control of existing facilities. 
In reality, this world-wide requirement would 
be considerably larger and in addition to 
supervising industrial enterprises it would be 
necessary to control many other economic 
activities, such as mining, trading, laboratory 
research, etc. I doubt that there are in the 
world enough technically-and linguistical
ly-qualified persons to undertake such a 
task. (In the United States only 7,400 per
sons received master of arts and doctor of 
philosophy degrees in engineering and 
physical sciences during 1952.) 

No elaborate statistics are necessary to 
show that commitment of such a corps of 
inspectors would swallow a large percentage 
of the world's scientists and technicians. 
While on control assignments, these men 
would be taken away from their primary 
professions. One can but picture the effect 
on future scientific progress. Yet if volun
teers were not forthcoming in adequate 
numbers, personnel would have to be drafted. 
and this not just for a short emergency. 
The loyalty and the reliability of drafted 
inspectors probably would not rate very 
high. Since, actually, the world's entire 
technical economy must be supervised, lit
erally every qualified citizen would have to 
become a part-time policeman. Even in this 
improbable case a modern state would possess 
enough resources and wits to outwit the 
honest inspectors, bribe the dishonest ones, 
blind the attention of the disaffected, and 
enlist the willing or forced cooperation of 
the ideologists and political careerists. 

2. To avoid secret preparations in out
of-the-way places and uninhabited . areas, 
approximately 30 million square miles would_ 
have to be supervised, with at least half of 
this area requiring frequent and close looks. 
This type of massive supervision can be done 
only through aerial reconnaissance. Assum
ing a range of aircraft of 1,000 miles and a 
photographic coverage per sortie of a 2-mile 
strip, 15,000 aircraft sorties would be neces
sary for a single supervision or if a weekly 
check is desired, as it must, about 780,000 
sorties per year. This estimate neglects ad
ditional sorties necessitated by bad weather 
and the need to survey sea areas, and it does 
not take into account the responsibility of 
following up suspected violations with de
tailed checks and precision photography ob
tainable only through large numbers of low
level flights (and conceivably through air
borne landings). With maintenance, repair, 
and loss, approximately 8,450 aircraft and 
about 2 million men as well as very substan
tial photographic facilities would be required 
to do just the basic job. With all that in
vestment and flying, it still would be pos
sible-easily possible-to fool the air patrol: 
many infractions would be feasible in tun
nels, underground installations, and even in 
innocent-looking city houses. Needless to 
say, such a global air patrol would deprive 
all states of their military security in non
nuclear weapons. Hence the patrol can be 
instituted only after states no longer are 
required to have military and industrial 
secrets. If so, would the air pa,trol not be 
superfluous? 

Future technology, however, may modify 
the above requirements for control flights. 
With better aircraft, enlarged airbase sys· 
terns, and broader photographic coverage, the 
job may be done with fewer sorties. Sub
stantial increases in commercial flying grad
ually may restrict the area which needs to 
be controlled. Still, the cost of the inspec
tors corps and the air patrol may be esti
mated at approximately $18 to $20 billion 
yearly as compared to the current budget of 
the United Nations of less than $50 million. 

• 
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Unquestionably, the United States would 
have to pay the lion's share of this budget. 
More significant perhaps, only the United 
States, the Soviet Union, and the United 
Kingdom would be able to make available 
adequate air facilities and personnel for the 
purpose. The air patrol would be an almost 
exclusive responsibility of the super powers. 
Let us be content with the remark that such 
a state of affairs would present very great 
political hazards. 

3. Nuclear weapons already are in exist
ence. Before an agreement conceivably can 
be negotiated, there will be large weapons 
stockpiles in many countries. How on earth 
can it be assured that all these weapons 
would be destroyed and the sizeable num
bers of "insurance weapons" would not be 
hidden? Yet if no reliable and practical 
method can be designed against this mortal 
danger of concealment, then the time for 
the establishment of dependable controls did 
pass years ago. While it may be a useful 
propaganda device to talk about control 
schemes (which I rather doubt since the 
spreading of illusions usually backfires), 
nuclear international control never again can 
be a safe security measure. International 
control would be possible only as a sham and, 
if adopted, would constitute an extreme and 
unacceptable security hazard. This is the 
second fundamental fact which we must 
understand. 

For that matter, the point is entirely aca
demic. So long as the Soviet government 
retains its present structure and p9litical 
intent, and wants to remain safely in power 
as a dictatorship, it cannot, and will not, 
accept an international control agreement. 
This is so because it cannot allow thousands 
of foreign inspec,tors to investigate Russian 
industry and possibly ferret out major Soviet 
secrets. International control, moreover, 
would mean the end of the iron curtain and 
hence signify the end of this most essential 
prop of Soviet political survival. 

Our concern must center on the threat of 
an atomic war within the next ten to twenty 
years. It is unlikely (though, naturally, not 
impossible) that during this period the 
Soviet government will have changed enough 
to make it any more amenable to mutual 
supervision. Hence even the best conceived 
control scheme will not help us with our 
problem of avoiding nuclear warfare in the 
immediate future. It may be granted, how
ever, that should the Soviet government 
change substantially within this crucial 
period, a new look at the problem could be
come useful. For the time being, discus
sions of safe nuclear disarmament schemes 
are, at best, useless or naive and, at worst, 
hypocritical or subversive. Soviet talk about 
control is designed to disarm the United 
States, and enhance the nuclear posture of 
world communism. This is the third fact 
which we must always keep in mind. 

It also has been proposed to forego in
volved control schemes. Instead, a simple 
international agreement should be con
cluded, for example, in the form of a mutual 
promise never to use nuclear weapons. Pro
posals of this type are based on the assump
tion that it is, objectively, to the best in
terests of all to avoid nuclear war. Hence 
such a promise-it is alleged-would be un
dertaken in good faith by all states, at the 
risk of atomic perdition. To assume good 
faith in vital security matters is in flagrant 
contradiction to overwhelming historical evi
dence; as of the date of this writing, it cannot 
be shown plausibly that the advent of the 
new technology has invalidated the signifi
cance of historical precedent. To postulate 
that it would be against the interests of a 
potential aggressor not "!;o use nuclear weap
ons, especially if other nations would have 
lived up to their word and would be unpre
pared for nuclear warfare, is hazardous to the 
po1nt of advocating political suicide. The 
lack of proper nuclear capabilities in peaceful 

states would provide the aggressor with un
paralleled opportunities for attack and with 
an historically unprecedented chance of all
inclusive victory. The atomic bomb is an at
tractive weapon for the bolshevik. It places 
him within arms' length of fulfilling what 
was before an unattainable pipedream: The 
destruction of the United States and the ac
complishment of world revolution, regardless 
of Russia's survival or demise. The nuclear 
bomb inevitably will become the aggressor's 
weapon par exellence. While the historical 
Alexanders, Napoleons, and Hitlers were 
pitiable illusionists, the atomically armed 
future aggressor may be the greatest military 
realist of all times, and hence end up as the 
first true world conqueror in history . . This 
possibility is the fourth fact of the nuclear 
era. 

Agreements of any kind, and surely tho~e 
dealing with key security matters, presuppose 
mutual trust. International agreements are, 
or should be, similar to those found in pri
vate life-they must not be entered into un
less they are based on a calculable minimum 
of confidence. No sane businessman ever 
deals :with a person whose credit rating is 
bad and who has a record of defaulting on his 
debts. If a promissory international nuclear 
agreement were concluded in the present 
situation, it would produce the strongest 
sense of insecurity and fear. For this rea
son alone, it probably would become in-
operable and conceivably lead to war. . 

No nation in its right mind would risk its 
security through destroying its atomic stock
pile in reliance upon a mere diplomatic 
agreement. With large nuclear industries in 
existence, such a paper agreement could be 
broken easily and rapidly. Let us not forget 
that governments change and that few gov
ernments consider themselves bound by the 
promises of their predecessors. To have any
security at all therefore, nations would have 
to retain readily usable nuclear weapons in 
their arsenals. There is no other insurance 
against breach of promise. But, then, we 
would be back at the point where we started, 
namely, at the existence of nuclear arm·a
ments. Naturally, it would be possible to 
conclude agreements limiting the number of 
nuclear weapons in the possession of each 
nation. Yet such agreements cannot be en
forced in such a manner that violations 
would be made impossible; and presumably 
it would prove difficult to include in such 
agreements limitations on the · number of 
defensive nuclear weapons. 

No doubt, governments could pledge them
selves not to use their nuclear weapons ag
gressively or offensively, and yet reserve the 
right to produce and maintain such weapons. 
It is conceivable that such an agreement 
would be kept. All that is necessary to 
make the agreement stick is to produce a 
military situation in which the employment 
of nuclear weapons would be. equally harm
ful to both sides, and in any event, extremely 
harmful to the first user. If there were such 
a situation-which cannot be defined prop
erly or predicted, and which hardly would 
be of a stable and lasting nature-the agree
ment would be superfluous: the belligerents 
anyway would act according to their best 
interests. By contrast, if there were a mili
tary situation in which it would be advan
tageous for one belligerent to initiate the 
employment of nuclear weapons, even at the 
price of retaliation, then in all likelihood 
the agreement would be disregarded. The 
chances are that, within the next 10 to 20 
years, this latter rather than the former sit.
uation will prevail. 

I will refrain from . judging whether, at 
present, it would be advantageous for the 
United States to commit itself to the non
use of nuclear weapons. The fact is that 
the United States Government has not made 
such a commitment (as little as it ever com
mitted itself to forego the use of toxic gases) . 
The effective aqolition of nuclear weapons · 

undoubtedly would reduce the dangers of a 
surprise attack against North America and 
also protect American cities. But this ad
vantage would have to be paid for dearly and 
cannot be obtained without heavy risk. 

The proscription of nuclear weapons would 
be meaningful only if the Armed Forces in 
their entirety were reorganized to wage non
nuclear war. In order to protect its security 
in the absence of nuclear weapons, the 
United States would have to acquire an en
tirely different military establishment. Any 
surface strategy replacing present air strat
egy would suffer from fatal geographical 
handicaps or, to phrase it differently, to com
pensate for Russia's advantages in a surface 
war, an extraordinary military effort of the 
United States would be necessary. For ex
ample, to balance Soviet ground strength, 
in such a manner that further Russian ad
vances in Eurasia would not be invited, 
American land forces would have to be 
tripled and supporting air and naval forces 
be enlarged substantially; possibly the 
Strategic Air Command (nonnuclear) also 
would have to be doubled or tripled. The 
adoption of a nonnuclear air strategy would 
require even greater efforts. The mainte
nance of so considerably larger forces must 
demand a military budget on the order of 
$100 billion or more, and could not be done 
without compulsory military service, per
haps of 2 to 3 years' duration. Despite such 
an exertion, the security of key areas in 
Europe and Asia could not be guaranteed. 

I do not know whether the United States 
can afford such a military outlay. I do 
know that long-lasting armaments ·of such 
a size would transform American society, 
and I doubt seriously that the United States 
soon would be inclined to arm on a $100 
billion scale during peacetime. If this doubt 
were justified, then the abandonment of nu
clear weapons could spell only the -defeat, 
and ultimately the Communist domination, 
of the United States. And yet, despite our 
nuclear forbearance, we could not be sure 
that the United States would be spared 
atomic attacks. Certainly, in the closing 
phases of war in which the U. S. S. R. 
achieved air mastery, the Soviets would not 
refrain from using atomic weapons against 
American targets if the American Nation 
otherwise would fail to surrender; or the 
Soviets might use those bombs to further 
their objective of liquidating hostile classes. 
For that matter, a parallel argument can 
be made for the Soviet nation: Without 
nuclear weapons, the Soviets never can hope 
to defeat the United States. Hence, they 
will accept proscribing atomic weapons only 
after they•have abandoned first their objec
tive of world revolution. 

Nuclear weapons are the key of modern 
military power, and hence the irreplaceable 
key to American security. This is the fifth 
fundamental fact of the nuclear problem. 
We are all free to deplore the situation but 
we are unable to change it unless we are 
willing to concede victory to th,e Commu
nists and to surrender without resistance as, 
indeed, has been proposed. 

Such counsels of despair-if made in good 
faith-result from an improper analysis of 
the problem. Many of those who have been 
participating in the nuclear argument find 
it difficult to understand that, within the 
present world situation, the avoidance of 
nuclear catastrophe is a military and polit
ical task. The nuclear problem is not sus
ceptible to solutions by legal agreement, nor · 
by any other trick aiming at the evanescence 
of nuclear weapons. This is the sixth fact 
with which we must come to grips. It is true 
there is no guaranty, even if suitable mili
tary and political techniques were used skill
fully, that there will be no nuclear devas
tation. Nor is there any guaranty that these 
techniques, in fact, will be 1-~sed with dex
terity and imagination. Since, however, 
there is no practical alternative solution, we 
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must concentrate on the techniques which 
are available. If those who lose their time 
in chasing utopian butterflies could but de
vote some of their brainpower to the real 
problems before us, we might make some 
progress after all. 

The military task, briefly, consists in main
taining armaments in such quantities and 
of such quality that the opponent of the 
United States will find it impossible to solve 
his military problem through the employ
ment of nuclear weapons. More particularly, 
he must be prevented from knocking out 
the American retaliatory forces through sur
prise blows and delivering a substantial por
tion of his atomic stockpile on American 
targets. He also must be prevented from 
posing, as he does now, a unilateral nuclear 
threat to European and Asiatic countries. 
Once the various free nations have acquired 
quantities of nuclear explosives, the military 
problem becomes essentially a matter of de
livery vehicles and ·defense systems, viz., of 
overall technological superiority, as well as 
of constant readiness and a gradual reduc
tion of the vulnerability of cities and people. 

This military problem is of major dimen
sions and it will continue to grow. I need 
add only that the American people and the 
peoples of other free nations have not yet 
understood fully the scope of their military 
responsibilities. I do not believe that in 
order to solve its military security problems, 
the United States will have to be turned into 
an "armed camp" (a cliche which many 
abuse to argue against proper preparedness) , 
but the United States no longer can afford 
to have military budgets which fall far short 
of satisfying minimum requirements. Pres
ent American and allied armaments and tech
nological programs have many gaps which 
any military expert can identify without dif
ficulty. Insufficient forces in being and in
adequate quantities of modern weapons, as 
well as poor command, alliance and decision
making structures which are not responsive 
to the requirements of rapid modern war, 
constitute an invitation to nuclear death, es
pecially so since in a modern war the first 
battle may decide the outcome of the entire 
conflict. This is the seventh fact which we 
never should allow to be forgotten. 

And we may immediately add the eighth 
fact that future wars hardly will be fought 
with weapons ordered and produced after 
the start of hostilities. Military and indus
trial mobilization after D-day is a concept 
which is not applicable to nuclear air war. 
Hence, war potentials have lost much of their 
significance, while forces in being and weap
ons stockpiles have become of crucial im
portance. This means that one of the main 
military assets of the United States, i. e., in
dustrial superiority, no longer possesses its 

. traditional significance. Current American 
military policies do not yet respond to this 
fundamental strategical change. 

Politically, several different tasks have to 
be performed. There must be an effort to 
make all free nations understand that the 
dangers of atomic war cannot be obviated 
by paper promises, but only by painful se
curity actions. There is further the task of 
inducing the free nations, including the 
United States, to acquire the ready military 
strengths they need. Third, there is the 
problem of convincing our allies and our
selves that we must sacrifice for our secu
rity anct possibly accept economic hardship, 
in order to procure those weapon systems 
which are needed in a modern war rather 
than those which were neected half a gen
eration ago. Phony security is the excessive 
hazard in the present phase of the nuclear 
age. This ninth fact of the period often has 
been willfully and perilously overlooked. 

Such persuasions probably will not be 
feasible if they be done by words and dollars 
alone. Much more is needed. Let us .men
tion the need, in many European countries, 
for a new concept of economy to bring about 
the transformation of old societies from 

paralytic structures, or at best slowly going 
concerns, into fast growing, open societies, 
in which discouragement and disaffection 
will give way to positive attitudes. It is 
at this point that nuclear technology, in its 
industrial applications, should be able to do 
wonders, not only because it will provide 
energy to areas where there are at present 
inadequate resources, but also because the 
establishment of new major industries must 
produce an economic upswing. The buildup 
of the nuclear and electrical industries 
could bring about a socioeconomic mutation 
which would result in a vast improvement 
of living standards and an easing, relatively 
speaking, of the armaments burden. An 
economic rebirth on a new technological 
basis would demonstrate that the disinte
gration of the old society has been halted 
and that progress again has become possible. 
Our lOth fundamental fact is that the in
dustrial application of nuclear energy offers 
an excellent chance for the social strength
ening of the free world. Lest the impression 
arise that no basic reforms are required in 
the United States, be it pointed out that 
there is an urgent need in this country to 
stimulate technological inventiveness and 
imagination and to bring about a more rapid 
exploitation of new inventions. To satisfy 
this need, undoubtedly, additional research 
funds may be required, but more important 
still would be the streamlining of overly 
long and constructed bureaucratic chan
nels. American technological and industrial 
time lags are too long. This is the 11th 
fact to which we must pay attention. 

The political task, of course, should in
clude efforts to persuade Soviet leadership 
that it is unwise for them to pursue their 
goal of world domination after, and in spite 
of, the onset of the necleonic age: Unwise 
because nuclear technology has all but de
stroyed the last vestige of the Marxian argu
ment that due to the scarcity of resources, 
the abolition of private ownership is the 
prerequisite for material well-being of all 
members of society; and unwise, further, 
because the continued pursuit of the revolu
tionary goal, in disregard of the dangers of 
:QUClear war and of ' the unpopularity of the 
Soviet Government at home, may spell the 
doom of the Communist regime, regardless 
of what would happen to the free world. 

Western statesmen should not tire in ex
plaining and emphasizing those two points. 
If, ultimately, the Soviet Government were 
to accept those two propositions, a new era 
would have begun and unless a new aggres
sor were to arise, the danger of nuclear ruin 
ipso facto would have ended. Unfortunately, 
it is most probable that the Soviet Govern
ment, at least in its present composition, 
will not accept the truth of those proposi
tions and, partly for reasons of intellectual 
blindness, partly because of its inability to 
abandon its ideology which it needs to legiti
mize its rule, and partly because of the in
ertia of its power machine, will continue its 
relentless and hazardous drive toward world 
domination. Hence, the threat of atomic 
devastation is posed anew. 

In the absence of adequate powers of per
suasion, the threat of nuclear aggression 
against the free world can be eliminated only 
if the Soviet Government is changed or re
placed. An alternate, though less conclu
sive solution, would involve a substantial 
retraction of the Soviet power orbit. Shall 
we consider the need to weaken, modify' or 
replace the Soviet Government to be the 12th 
basic fact of the nuclear age? 

An effective liberation policy appears as 
one of the few alternatives to continued life 
in the shadow of nuclear death, with its ex
pensive and growing demands for constant 
military readiness. It is true that a policy 
of liberation in and by itself poses the threat 
of atomic conflict, the important difference 
being, however, that an initiative policy by 
the free world would make it impossible for 
the aggressor to rig the game entirely in his 

favor and to create situations which would 
be most favorable to his plans of attack. If 
the would-be aggressor were kept off balance 
and forced to busy himself with his own de
fenses rather than with offensive plans, the 
threat of atomic devastation might be dimin
ished. 

In the nuclear age, political and military 
initiative is an indispensible prerequisite of 
security, while loss of initiative poses insol
uble problems. The term "initiative" is not 
used here as a circumlocution for preventive 
war. Hundreds of initiatives are possible 
without resort to military conflict. As an ex
ample of a successful American initiative, we 
may recall the decision to acquire the hydro
gen bomb before the Soviet Union. How
ever, the time may come when a dispassion
ate survey of the security problems of the 
free world would indicate that these prob
lems cannot be solved except through the de
liberate resort to force. We should hope that 
such a moment never will come. But we 
must remember that in order to secure our 
safety without an offensive strategy, our mil
itary posture would have to be strengthened 
considerably and that, conversely, if no such 
strengthening occurs, the fateful decision 
may become inevitable. It is easy to pro
nounce cliche opinions about this grave 
problem and to take pleasure in pointing out 
that preventive war is logical nonsense: War 
cannot be fought to prevent war. True; but 

· war can, and occasionally must be fought to 
prevent disaster and perdition. Only one 
thing is worse than nuclear war: Defeat in 
such a war. And this is the 13th fact to 
which I wish to call attention. 

Article I, section 10, paragraph 3 of the 
Constitution of the United States anticipated 
the need of initiative and offensive security 
actions in case of "imminent danger as will 
not admit of delay;" if such dangers occur, 
the States may "engage in war • • • with
out the consent of Congress." So long as the 
United States clings to the concept that un
der no possible circumstance will it initiate 
war, not even while the opponent is prepar
ing to strike, so long the initiative will re
main in Soviet hands. In the seven genera
tions of its existence, the United States has 
waged quite a number of wars and in every 
one of them-this possibly includes World 
War li-the United States faced up to the in
eluctable decision and initiated hostilities 
on its own volition. There is absolutely no 
factual basis for the contention that democ
racy abhors war. The very nature of democ
racy demands that it accept its responsi
bilities and that, while it should not seek war 
lightly and do everything to avoid conflict, 
it must fight if and when there is no other 
choice but the destruction of the democratic 
system. Has it n'ot become apparent now 
that the world would be a better place-and 
that many millions of innocent human be
ings still would be alive-if Hitler had been 
stopped between 1933 and 1936? The con
cept for peace a outrance has proved to be 
unmanageable, excessively costly and utter
ly destructive. 

No doubt, in the nuclear era, a war decision 
is of far graver import than a similar decision 
before 1945. Personally, I never would favor 
a war decision unless there is a clear, urgent, 
and immediate need to anticipate and fore
stall attack with no other solution being 
available, and unless there is no other way 
to avoid a clearly inevitable war at a later 
date and under significantly more unfavor
able circumstances. 

However, looking back at my own reactions 
of 20 years ago, I remember arguing, too, that 
war should be waged against Hitler only un
der conditions of extreme necessity. But was 
that policy so wise? Was it not based on the 
invalid assumption that the Nazi regime was 
unstable? Did this policy not provide Hitler 
with many trumps and allow hlm to outarm 
his opponents? Maybe the ideals of pacifism 
are so lofty that the price which we had to 
pay-and which in the end possibly will have 
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included a future world war Ill-was not too 
high. But again, was it such a good idea to 
refuse paying the relatively small price re
quired to hold China during 1947 and 1949, 
seize North Korea in 1950, and liquidate 
Communist China after it actually had 
attacked United States forces? Far from 
embracing preventive war, the United 
States adopted a strategy of not fighting 
back and of deliberately averting its own 
victory. What did this new departure in 
militant peacefulness save for us in South
east Asia? What will it h ave saved for us 
after Communist China and Russia will have 
developed modern industries and combined 
their military resources? Clearly, do we not 
have a policy of avoiding the smaller and 
easier wars to make the big and costly wars 
ever more inevitable? In any event, in pro
claiming good intentions of peacefulness. 
with respect to fut"!lre wars we are forced to 
look hard at the 14th fact of the atomic 
age which, perhaps, is the most ominous of 
all: That in an atomic conflict the force 
which plans to strike second never may be in 
a position to strike at all. 

In the discharge of its security duties to
ward itself, its allies, and toward the free 
world, the United States must seize the po
litical initiative. Yet, this initiative cannot 
be seized so long as the opponent knows that 
the United States does not mean it seriously 
and will shrink away from the ultimate con
sequence. The United States also may have . 
to seize the military initiative, but nothing 
effective can be done in either field so long as 
the opponent is allowed to count upon his 
double ability to determine the timing of the 
war and to strike the first blow. No sus
tained and successful American initiative is 
possible while the by far most important 
decision is left in Soviet hands. 

Without vigorous initiative, there can be 
no liberation, nor can the Soviets be dis
suaded from their clearly avowed aggressive 
intentions. Yet, unless this Soviet objective 
of world domination is eliminated, there is 
no real chance of avoiding war; and, nat
urally, unless the basic military initiatives 
are in free world hands, there will be no pro
tection against devastation, loss of life and 
defeat, nor preservation of free ins~itutions 
and democracy. We may get away with a 
policy of the least effort, but only if our op
ponent is thoroughly frightened by what we 
can do to him after we received his first 
blows. It is in the nature of atomic war that' 
he has no overwhelming reason to be exces-
sively frightened. · 

To sum it all up: We have a poiicy of avoid
ing war, but we have achieved only this
the danger of war is becoming ever more un
manageable. To keep the military situation 
under control and to preserve our democratic 
institutions, we shall have to make a stand 
at some time. On the basis of the record of 
the years 1933 to 1954, we can say confidently 
that the sooner and the firmer the United 
States will make this stand, the easier the, 
task will be and the greater the chance of 
forestalling atomic warfare. · 

The world is full of unprecedented dan
gers. We may argue about the means by 
which the dangers could be overcome, if such 
means were utilized. But we should realize 
that, in all probability, the dangers will per- · 
sist. It is easy to predict the doom of our 
civilization and quite unrewarding to pro- · 
pose concrete-and costly and unpopular-· 
military and political measures aiming to in
sure the survival of that civilization. I can
not help feeling, however, that this civiliza
tion is a spiritual force and, therefore, not. 
susceptible to physical destruction. In any
event, it cannot survive if the people who 
live under its blessings display a deplorable ' 
weakness of conviction and lack the ethos 
of courage. Nor can this civilization survive 
if its intellectual elites, fearful of risk, ef
fort, and self-assertion, advise collective po
litical suicide. This is a statement which 

can be ·supported with -historical evidence 
and wliich I intend to be an objective prop
osition. I realize that the advocacy of sui
cide is hot always intentional and that 
praiseworthy desires often are the midwives 
of deadly proposals. 

I would like to -add, and say it clearly, that 
I have nothing but contempt for those who, 
are willing to surrender to communism in 
order to avoid nuclear war and thus to as-· 
sure the physical survival and the enslave
ment of the maximum number. If such a 
spirit were typical of the free society, our 
civilization would be dead now. I do not 
believe that doom is near, let alone that it 
has come. But I am worried that the voices 
of cowardice are heard far more often than 
the voices of determination. I, too, want my 
family and my friends to survive and I do 
want to live to the end of my natural days. 
Everyone has the instinctive animal fear of 
death. But it hardly pays to survive for the 
blessings of a slave exlstence and it will be 
intolerable to purchase survival through the 
betrayal of value and conscience. Policies 
cannot be based just on the instinct of self
preservation. Do intellectuals and politi
cians have a lesser moral obligation than the 
simple private of whom they expect that he 
sacrifice himself when ordered into battle? 
Our entire society haa been pushed into mor
tal conflict. In some way, most of us are 
now manning a battle station. Must we not 
be true to our duties? 

The issue of the present world conflict is 
whether communism will be victorious or be 
destroyed. The hydrogen bomb has not 
changed this issue, not by one iota. If the 
desire for freedom were a variable dependent 
on the expected rate of casualties, we should 
not even attempt to fight. If, however, na
tional and individual freedom is our highest 
political value, then we should do our best 
to keep casualties to a minimum-even in 
the country of our opponent--but we should 
not be deterred by the cost of the conflict; 
the cost of defeat and of loss of principle 
would be still higher. 

We are living today twice as long as the 
generations who conquered freedom for us 
and established the foundations of good gov
ernment. Our task is to preserve and im! 
prove freedom for ourselves and for our de
scendants, and to bring freedom to those who 
still are enslaved. The way to solve a serious 
problem is not to distort or ignore it, but to. 
handle it; to take all precautions which 
prudence imposes, to accept the irreducible· 
J.:isks, to bear the required responsibilities. 
and to follow the dictates of one's con
science. To cringe before the enemy, to be
wail fate even before it is known, to become 
paralyzed from fear and pessimism, and to 
abandon oneself to the visions of apocalyptic 
horror is despicable. It is moral self-de
struction to which atomic devastation would 
~dd little but physical confirmation and 
merited punishment. 

THIRTY -SEVENTH ANNIVERSARY 
OF ESTONIAN INDEPENDENCE 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, yesterday, 
February 24, marked the 37th anniver
sary. of Estonian Independence Day. In· 
joining my fellow Americans of Estonian 
descent in commemoration· of this note
worthy event, I fervently hope that the · 
reestablishment of a free Estonia is near. 
The forcible annexation of Estonia and · 
her .Baltic neighbors is a tragic reminder· 
of the totalitarian imperialism of the 
Soviets. Although freedom in Estonia . 
has fallen victim to the treacherous Com
munist tyranny, the gallant Estonian · 
people remain firm in resisting their op
pressors. Let us, on this anniversary, 
reaffirm our determination never to ·. 

recognize the Soviet annexation of the 
Baltic nations, and express .our fervent 
hope and prayer for their speedy libera-
tion. 

IMPORT DUTIES ON JAPANESE 
CRABMEAT 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, at the 
present time in Geneva, Switzerland, the 
United States is taking part in tariff con
cession negotiations with the Japanese. 
- Among the items subject to tariff con
cessions in favor of the Japanese is crab
meat. The announcement last fall that 
our country would consider tariff reduc
tions on imported Japanese crabmeat 
was met with grave concern by members 
of this young American industry. The 
crabmeat industry finds even present im
port duties on Japanese crabmeat in-· 
adequate to assure fair competition with 
the crabmeat industry of Japan on the 
American market. 

The Chesapeake Bay and its tribu
taries as bounded by my State of Mary
land and the Commonwealth of Virginia 
to the south, constitutes the largest crab
meat producing area in our Nation, al
though substantial segments of this in
dustry are also found along the Atlantic 
and Pacific coasts and the Gulf of Mexi
co. If provided with reasonable protec
tion from unfair competition of foreign 
nations where, as an example, workmen 
receive but a fraction of what they are 
paid in America, this young American in
dustry will grow and continue to furnish 
employment opportunities for thousands 
of our countrymen and make it possible 
for all Americans to enjoy this fine sea
food at fair and reasonable prices. 

There are many factors which ably 
demonstrate why tariff concessions on 
Japanese crabmeat should not be made. 
The President, under existing statutes, 
l:las the 'final discretion in determining · 
whether such concessions shall be . 
granted. 

In order that these factors may be 
appropriately illuminated, I have been 
joined by a number of my colleagues in 
the Senate and also by a number of 
Members of the House of Representatives 
in presenting a petition to President 
Eisenhower, setting forth the basic rea
sons why present import duties on Jap
anese crabmeat should not be reduced 
at this time. In keeping with this goal, 
I ask u;nanimous 'consent that this peti
tion; together with the mimes of the 
Members of the Senate and .the Members 
of the House of Representatives who 
joined me -in · signing the petition be 
printed in the body of the RECORD. 

There being no obje·ction, the petition, 
together with the list of signers, was · 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: · · 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE Jl1DICIAR~, 

February 9, 1955. 
The PRESIDENT, 
· The White Hous~, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We, the undersigned 

Members of Congress, acting on information 
we have received from the American Crab 
Packers Association which was presented in 
detail at hearings of the United States Tariff 
Commission and the Committee for Reci
procity Information last December, and 
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without being influenced by uur views on the 
tariff poUcy of th~ adminis'tra tion as set 
fprt h jn H. R. 1, do hereby petition you to
ipstruct the proper authorities not to reduce 
the present tariffs on imported crabmeat 
from Japan or other countries at the forth
coming conferenc_e of the G~ne~:al Agreement 
on T ariffs and Trade to be held at Geneva, 
Switzerland. Our reasons in making this re
quest ar e as follows: 

1. The present tariffs of 15 percent ad 
v.alorem on fresh and frozen crabmeat and 
22 Yz percent ad valorem on canned crab
mea t , have apparently not obstructed or re- 
s·t r icted the importations of such supplies · 
as J apan, the principal producer, has had · 
a vaila ble for export to this country, since 
imports of crabmeat from J apan have in- . 
cr eased from 480,000 pounds in 1948 to 3,800,-
000 pounds in 1953, a gain of 700 percent. 
In 1953 we imported 95 percent of the crab
meat that Japan exported. 

2. Japanese crabmeat is now underselling 
the domestic in the United States market. 
The prices of the imported item are in keep
ing with the prices of other items of its class 
such as lobster and shrimp. 

3. No sales effort or advertising is being 
used to promote the sales of imported crab
meat. If this were done it is quite ·evident 
that the market would absorb a much larger 
v.olume at present price levels. But big sup
plies suddenly dumped into the market 
would sell only at sacrifice prices. 

4. It has been pointed out that, by the 
Potsdam Treaty, Russia took over 80 percent 
of Japan's crabbing grounds at the end of 
the last war. Our Government excluded 
Russian crab imports in 1951 because it was 
produced by slave labor. But Russia has 
tried repeatedly to enter the United States 
market with crabmeat via England and other 
free countries. 

5. Japan, to increase her crab production~ 
to an extent that would materially help her. 
economically, must secure the supply she 
lost to Russia. Fishing concessions to Japan, 
involving a return of these crabbing grounds, 
is the ace which Russia holds in the trade 
negotiations that are now being proposed 
between these two countries. For such 
agreements reached, Japan will likely pay 
heavily and Russia will benefit. 

6. It was reported ' in a reliable London: 
publlcation early last December and not con
tradicted since by the British Government,· 
that five crab and salmon fleets supplied by 
the British Government, flying the British 
flag and under the protection of their Navy· 
but manned by Japanese workers will fish 
the Siberian coastal waters in 1955. These 
reports as well as possible Russian and Japa-. 
nese commercial agreements being dis-. 
cussed, lead one to suspect that the great· 
crabbing grounds now in Russian hands will 
eventually . be fished by Japan. · In such a 
deal, the Russians are bound to be benefited 
while the_ American industry wlll ,suffer ir
reparable damage if the tariffs are lowered. 

7. The American crab industry is no1! 
small. It employs 34,000 persons in 1,500 
plants located in coastal towns of 17 State~ 
and Alaska. We do not think it should be 
considered expendable, ·certainly not under 
such circumstances. · 

8. The American crab industry is not 
mechanized. In fact it is more of a handi~ 
craft ·indust:r;y than is that of Japan because 
the crabs picked by Americans are so much 
smaller than those picked by Japanese. The 
American labor wage is more per hour than; 
the Japanese pay for a day's work of un
limited hours.· The Japanese pay 65 cents
for picking a sufficient ·amount of meat to· 
fill a case consisting of 48 tins, 6Yz ounces' 
each. For the same work, the American in
dustry pays as ·high as $3 .02. It is evident 
that the American i'ndustry cannot survive 
1f the present tariffs are lowered. -

9. The effect of imports of cheaply- pro-· 
duced foreign fishery products has long been 
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of · concern to· the Commitee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries of the House of Repre
sentatives, and to various Members of the 
Senate. During the 81st Congress the House 
approved a resolution expressing concern 
over the matter and calling it to the atten
tion of the State Department. 

10. We understand the objectives of the 
overall tariff policy of the administration 
but we feel justified in calltng to your per
sonal attention such cases as this one, where 
a lowering of the tariff apparently will not 
help J ::tpan materially but may benefit Rus- -
sia and surely will do great damage and 
cause unemployment neeqJ.essly in an in- -
dustry that ls-- Important to our State and 
our Nation. 

We, therefore, petition you not to lower 
the tariff but to give the matter more time to 
adjust itself , in the manner it seems to be 
doing now, without undue hardship to either 
country. 

Sincerely, 
JoHN M. BUTLER, United States Senator, 

Maryland; HARRY F . BYRD, United 
States Senator, Virginia; FREDERICK G. 
PAYNE, United States Senator, Maine; 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON, United States 
Senator, Washington; STROM THUR
MOND, United States Senator, South · 
Carolina; W. KERR SCOTT, United 
States Senator, North Carolina; J. 
GLENN BEALL, United States Senator, 
Maryland; OLIN D. JOHNSTON, United 
States Senator, South Carolina; SAM: 
J. ERVIN, JR., United States Senator, · 
North Carolina; ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senator, Louisiana; 
MARGARET CHASE SMITH, United States · 
Senator, Main.e; RussELL B. LoNG, 
United States Senator, Louisiana; · 
THOR C. TOLLEFSON, Representative,· 
Washington; RUSSELL V. MACK, Repre
sentative, _Washington; JAcK WEST
LAND, Representat~ve, Washington; 
WALT HoRAN, · Representative, Wash
ington; HUBERT B. ScUDDER, Represent
ative, California; J. ARTHUR YouNGER, 
Representative, · California; JAMEs B. 
UTT, Representative, California; · 
CHARLES M. TEAGuE, Representative, 
Oallfornia; CRAIG HOSMER, Representa
tive, California; JoE HoLT, Represent
ative, California; CARL HINSHAW, Rep
resentative, California; JOHN PHILLIPS,· 
Representative, California; BoB WIL-· 
soN, Representative, -california; JOHN' 
F. SHELLEY, Representative, Califor
nia; GEORGE P. MILLER, Representative; 
California; JoHN E. Moss, Jr., Repre
sentative, California; LEROY JoHNSON,
Representative, California; GLENARD P. 
LIPSCOMB, Representative, California; 
B. F. SISK, Representative, California; 
JOHN F. BALDWIN, Representative, Cal
ifornia; E. W. HIESTAND, Representa
tive, California; , JoHN J. ALLEN, Jr.,. 
Representative, California; CHET HOL
IFIELD, Representative, California; 
GORDON L. MCDONOUGH, Representa
tive, California; CHARLES S. GUESER, 
Representative, . California; CLYDE 
DoYLE, Representative, California; 
HARRY R. SHEPPARD, Represent;l.tive, 
California; JAMES RoosEVELT, Repre
sentative, California; PAT HILLINGS, 
Representative, California; CLAm 
ENGLE, Representative, California;
CECIL R. KING, Representative, Cali
fornia; WALTER NORBLAD, · Representa
tive, Oregon; SAM CooN, Represent
ative, Oregon; W. J. BRYAN DORN; 
Representative, South Carolina; JAMES 
A. HALE:Y,-Representative, Florida; ED-· 
WARD J. ROBESON, Jr., Representative,. 
Virginia; HENDERSON LANHAM, Repre
sentative, GElorgia; HERBERT C. BoNNER; 
Representative, North Carolina; WIL-: 
LIAM M. COLMER, Representative, Mis
sissippi; JOHN L. McMILLAN, Repre
sentative, South Carolina; CHARLES E. 

BENNETT, · Representative, Florida; 
JoHN J. RILEY, Representative, South 
Carolina; GRAHAM· A. BARDEN, Repre
sentative, North Carolina; L. MENDEL 
RIVERS, Representative, South Caro
lina; PltiNCE H. PRESTON, Representa
tive, Georgia; HOWARD W. SMITH, Rep
resentative, ·virginia; THOMAS G. AB
ERNETHY, Representative, Mississippi; 
E. E. WILLIS, Represent ative, Louisi
ana; BoB SIKES, Representative, Flor- · 
ida; ARTHUR WINSTEAD, Representa- -

. tive , Mississippi; ALBERT RAINS, Rep
resentative, Alabama; T. A. THOMP
soN, Representative, Louisiana; JAMIE 
L. WHITTJ!.N, Representative, Louisi
ana; HALE BoGGS, Representative, Lou
isiana; JAMES H. MORRISON, Represent• 
ative, Louisiana; F. ·EDWARD HEBERT, 
Representative, Louisiana; GEORGE S. 
LoNG, Representative, Louisiana; D. R. 
(BILLY) MATTHEWS, Representative, 
Florida; PHI:r;. M. LANDRUM, Represent
ative, Georgia; L. H. FOUNTAIN, Rep
resent ative, North Carolina; GEORGE H. 
FALLON, Representative, Maryland; 
EDWARD A. GARMATZ, RepresentatiVe, 
Maryland; EDWARD T . . MILLER, Repre
!!entative, Maryland; J . P. S. DEVER• 
EAUX, Representative, Maryland; SAM
UEL N. FRIEDEL, Representative, Mary
land; DEWITT S. HYDE, Representative, 
Maryland, RICHARD E. LANGFORD, Rep-
resentative, Maryland; OTTo E . PAss
MAN, Representative, Louisiana. 

THE. CONpmoN OF FARM 
WORKERS IN 1954 

· Mr. MORSE. Mr.· President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the RECORD, to be associated 
with the remarks I shall now make, a, 
report to the board of directors of Na
tional Sharecroppers Fund, Inc., by Fay" 
Bennett, executive secretary. 
· There being no objection, the report 
was_ ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · 
THE CONDITION OF FARM WORKERS IN 19'54 . 
(Report to the board of directors of National 

Sharecroppers Fund, by Fay Bennett, 
executive secretary) 
Significant beginnings were made in 1954 

in the recognition by the Federal Govern
ment of a responsibility toward the farm 
worker, both resident and migrant. 

LEGISLATION-NATIONAL 
·. The most encouraging development was 
the inclusion for the first time of a large per'
centage of farm workers under ~he old-age 
~nd survivors' insurance provisions of the 
Social Security Act. All farm workers earn-, 
ing as much as $100 a year from a single em
ployer are now included. This covers vir
tually all resident farm wageworkers and a 
large number of the migrants as well. 

Farm workers still lack the protection 
given industrial workers through minimum
wage and maximum hour legisllltion, unem
ployment insurance, and Federal guaranties 
of their right to organize and bargain col- 
lectively. 

Migrant workers achieved specific legisla
tive recognition with the appropriation for ·· 
the establishment of the Interdepartmental 
Committee on Migratory Labor (within the 
Bureau of Labor Standards of the Depart
ment of Labor) to co-ordinate the various 
~edet:al departmental activities in this field. 
Unfortunately,_ the President 's meagre budg
etary request for this important work was 
halved to $50,000. It is hoped that this new 
Federal committee, despite its small budget, 
will make an effective start toward stimu-· 
lating and strengthening the activities of the 
several agencies now dealing with some as
pect of the domestic migrant problem. Such 
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a start will point up the need for larger 
appropriations. 

Still unprovided for is a needed Federal 
commission on imported migrant workers. 
some aspects of this problem will be dealt 
with in the discussion of Mexican workers. 

LEGISLATION-STATE 

A few scattered States were notable for 
active governmental concern wit~-and some 
remedial legislation for-the migrant prob
lem. Some highlights: 

New York: The prior-established joint 
legislative committee on migrap.t _labo~ ma~e 
intensive studies of living conditiOns m mi
grant camps, goaded by newspaper revela
tions of horrible conditions and spurred by 
pressure from private organi~ations. Le~is
lative authorization resulted In the adoptiOn 
at year's end, January 1955, of a _ new code_ of 
health and sanitary regulatiOns. High 
standards of safety against fire, water pollu
tion food and milk spoilage, and bathing 
and' toilet contamination are required. A 
minimum floor space in sleeping quarters of 
30 square feet for each person ov~r 2 ye~rs 
old is provided for. If adequate mspectwn 
renders these rules effective in the coming 
year, a di"stinct advance will have been_ made 
in this most pressing aspect of the migrant 
labor problem. . 

Pennsylvania: For the first time, S~ate 
funds were appropriated for the establish
ment of a day-care center for migrant chil
dren. Augmented by Federal and ~rivate 
funds, it is a notable example of practi_c~l 
cooperation between State agencies and Citi
zen groups. The Pennsylvania Citizens 
committee on Migratory Labor deserves 
prime credit for this achiev~ment. Na~ional 
sharecroppers fund is gratified that Its fi
nancial aid has helped make this work pos- . 
sible and looks forward to continuing co
operation in the citizens committee's pro
gram for better health, housing, working 
conditions, and minimum wages. 

New Jersey: The 9-year old joint govern
mental-public migrant labor board cmitinues 
to direct and stimulate the State's program 
administered through the migrant-labor di
vision (now the bureau of migrant labor) of 
the department of labor. ' A signific_ant de
velopment was the operation of the recent 
law including farm-labor contractors (crew 
leaders primarily) under private employme~t 
agency regulation. The chief effect of ·this 
regulation has been to encourage payment ~f 
the worker directly and thus reduce his 
financial dependence on the crew leader. 
New Jersey has continued its experiment 
with a summer school for migrant children. 
It is hoped that out of this experience there 
will soon evolve a more comprehensive pro
gram which will include all, rather than a 
hundred or so, migrant children and that 
this program will be adapted by other States 
to their needs-perhaps with Federal aid. 

In sharp contrast to these few forward 
steps on the State level is the more nearly 
typical situation existing iJ?. Mary~and. Here 
not only has there been no official gover_n
mental recognition of the problem, despite 
the presence of over 10,000 migrant farm 
workers during the course of the year, but 
residency requirements ranging up to 1 year 
exclude most migrants from public welfare, 
hospitalization, antl medical care. No provi
sion is made for periodic inspection of. farm 
labor camps and no special provisions are 
made for schooling. Like most States, Mary
land fails to provide for workmen's compen
sation for injured farm workers. Only Ohio, 
Hawaii, and Puerto Rico provide for com
pulsory coverage of farm workers on the 
same basis as other workers. 

PUERTO RICAN WORKERS ON THE MAINLAND 

Puerto Rican workers coming to the main
land were the only group of domestic farm 
workers to receive Federal protection in 
wages, housing, and working conditions. In 
1954, 10,800 of them came under work agree-

ments prepared by the Puerto Rican depart
ment of labor and cleared for placement by 
the United States Employment Service. 
Early drought and late hurricanes had re
duced this work force by 4,200 under 1953. 

It is estimated that at least 10,000 more 
Puerto Rican farm workers came to the main
land without formal contracts and that in 
recent years 5,000 to 6,000 of them have be
come part of the year-round migratory 
stream. Despite some serious drawbacks to 
the Puerto Rican program, such as denial of 
union representation or of worker parti~i~a
tion in the determination of the prevailmg 
wage, it has demonstrated the feasibility of 
direct remedial action by the Government 
in the field of domestic farm labor. 

MEXICAN WORKERS IN THE UNITED STATES 

The Southwest farm operators' claimed de
pendency upon Mexican workers which has 
encouraged over 1 million illegal entries a 
year continued unabated during the first 
half of the year. By that time a large part 
of the crops of California, Arizona, New Mex
ico, and Texas had been planted and culti
vated by illegal (wetback) Mexican labor, 
often at pay as low as 25 cents an h~:mr. 
The domestic labor force had been dnven 
out to swell the size, and depress the condi
tions, of migrant labor in other parts of the 
country. 

By June public opinion forced Attorney 
General Brownell to take action. With an 
augmented border patrol, the Justice Depart
ment cracked down on wetbacks. In a 4-
month period, 300,000 Mexican illegals were 
arrested and deported, or frightened back 
across the border. 

The operators' outcry against this loss of 
cheap labor was met by a quick stepup of 
the · legal Mexican contract labor system. A 
preliminary screening station was established 
at Monterey, 150 miles south of the border. 
From there, the certified bracero (farm 
worker) went to border recruiting centers 
where, after physical examination, chest 
X-ray, and fingerprinting, he was hired by 
corporation farmers or farmer associations 
for work in Government-certified labor 
shortage areas. Under· the work contract, 
Mexicans received guaranties of 50 cents an 
hour minimum wage, at least 3 weeks work 
out of 4, workmen's compensation, adequate 
food and housing at reasonable prices. No 
such guaranties were available to any domes
tic worker except the Puerto Rican. 

Three hundred nine thousand and thirty
three Mexican nationals were legally im
ported under contract in 1954, a 54 percent 
increase over 1953's 201,380 total. 

The growing magnitude of this problem 
cannot be solved by an annual "crisis" depor
tation drive against the illegals nor by legal
ized Mexicans working at 50 cents an hour. 
This minimum becomes the maximum and 
creates the domestic shortage that is the 
excuse for the importation. National Share
croppers Fund favors last year's Senate Judi
ciary Committee proposals for more stringent 
penalties on those who participate in the 
traffic in illegal entry. NSF believes that the 
alleged domestic labor shortage in the_ area 
is artificially created by pay rates too low 
for decent living. NSF favors legal impor
tation, only if the contracts are enforced 1 

and the minimum raised to a wage where a 
domestic worker can support his family with
out putting his wife and children to toil in 
the fields. Finally, NSF believes that the 
domestic farm worker is entitled to the 
same Federal protection that the imported 
worker enjoys. and which has long been 
taken for granted by the city worker. 

1 On November 1, 1954, the U. S. Depart
ment of Labor and the Texas Employment 
Service had less than a dozen compliance 
officers to enforce the Mexican workers con
tract. At that time, there were 16,570 em
ployers hiring 96,532 Mexicans in the State. 

THE SOUTH 

While the sharecropper system is on the 
decline with increased mechanization and 
diversification throwing the 'cropper into 
the day labor and migrant stream, it con
tinues to be the prime producer of the crop 
in many areas. National Sharecroppers 
Fund, concerned with the problems of all 
farm labor, has always done what it can to 
help the efforts of this group to help itself. 
NSF is particularly happy to report that at 
least one group of sharecroppers in Alabama, 
barely eking out subsistence, is seeking to 
meet this problem of mechanization by 
banding together for the joint purchase of 
a tractor and other equipment. NSF hopes 
to help in this and other such projects which 
might well be one solution to the problem 
of keeping the landless from becoming the 
homeless. 

Closely akin to the sharecroppers are the 
farm workers who, while primarily needed 
for day labor at peak seasons, live on the 
plantations in planter-owned shacks and 
trade on credit in planter-owned stores. 
Typical of this group are the sugarcane and 
rice workers of Louisiana. 

In the fall of 1953, 2,000 sugarcane workers, 
organized by the National Agricultural 
Workers Union-AFL, went on strike (after 
exhausting all other means) to better their 
miserable living and working conditions. 
(Average yearly family earnings: $700-$1,-
200.) Despite the help of National Share
croppers Fund and other organization~, the 
strike was brok-en through antilabor inJunc
tions, a type of court interference that long 
has been a thing of the past in industry. 
The injunctions were appeal!'ld and, after 
almost a year, the Louisiana Supreme Court 
ruled that the injunctions were valid be
cause the strike during the ~arvest season 
jeopardized a vital segment of the economy 
of the State. Chief Justice Fournet said in 
his decision: "The guaranties of freedom 
of speech, even if picketing and speech are 
held to be identical, cannot be maintained 
in the face of such irreparable injury to 
property." If this doctrine is permitted to 
stand, the workers in a major industry of 
any State may be. enjoined from striking at 
a crucial production period. The union at
torneys are preparing an appeal to the United 
States Supreme Court. 

Th':! rice workers of the same area have 
appealed to the National Agricultural Work
ers Union for help in organizing. These 
Cajun-speaking workers, about equally di
vided between Negro and white, earn 35 cents 
to 40 cents an hour during the season. They 
work 10 to 12 hours a day, irrigating the 
canals essential to rice production. Louisi
ana is the second largest rice-producing area 
in the world. There should be significant 
developments soon in this effort of the 
workers to gain a decent measure of return 
for their work. 

SMALL FARMER COOPERATION 

The small farmer, squeezed between the 
large operators and the distributors of the 
farm product, has long tried to better his 
bargaining position through marketing co-: 
operatives in many areas. Only recently, 
however, has he begun to recognize that his 
interests are more nearly those of the worker 
than of the corporation farmer. 

The attempt of 3,000 small Louisiana 
strawberry growers to market their product 
in 1952 and 1953 through the Fruit and Vege
table Producers Union, AFL was thwarted 
by the institution of a Sherman Anti-Trust 
Act prosecution against them. It is ironical 
tllat these farmers, whose average yearly 
earnings from strawberries were less than 
$400, were convicted of being a strawberry 
trust and their union leader was given the 
maximum sentence under the law-$5,000 
fine and a 1 year (suspended) prison sen
tence. A recent report from the Attorney 
General indicates that rarely is such a sen-
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tence imposed in cases involving corpora
tions. 

Partly out of this bitter experience, the 
National Agricultural Workers Union has 
established a Department of Cooperative 
Unions. This department will accept into 
affiliation cooperative marketing associa
tions of small farmers set up in compliance 
with Federal and State law. Thus the ability 
and strength of union organization and co
operative marketing will be pooled to raise 
the living standards of the small farmer. 

First result of this program was the organi
zation of 300 small dairy farmers in north
eastern Pennsylvania. Other dairy groups 
have been formed in Maryland, Minnesota, 
West Virginia, and ·Wisconsin. In the offing 
is the reorganization of the Louisiana Fruit 
and Vegetable Producers Union. 

EDUCATION OF MIGRANT CHILDREN 

A major emphasis of national sharecrop
pers fund in the last year has been educa
tion of migrant children. NSF has joined 
with 6 other organizations in launching a 
demonstration project in Florida and Vir
ginia. It will attempt to alleviate the edu
cational disruption of the child who when 
school opens in the fall finds himself on the 
eastern shore of Virginia where his parents 
harvest the late crop, returns to Florida to 
enter class late in November, and starts 
north again in April. Such a schedule re
sults in little education and early drop-outs. 
The project has established, in cooperation 
with the local boards of education, a super
visor of migrant education, who will work 
with the local schools and travel with the 
migrants. She will see that the children 
get to school and that they have their proper 
records. She will work with the teachers to 
coordinate the curricula and see that the 
migrant child gets the special help he needs 
to integrate him with his nonmigrating 
classmate. 

To continue this work, NSF has helped or
ganize the migrant children's fund, whose 
main aim is to develop and promote educa
tional opport'l.j.nities for migrant children 
who, studies show, become retarded through 
constant migration though their native abil
ities measure up to those children not con
stantly on the move. 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON .AGRICULTURAL LIFE AND 

LABOR 

Now in its fifth year of operation, this 
national council serves its large number of 
affiliated organizations with up-to-the-min
ute news of the Washington scene affecting 
farm labor and the small family farmer. 
National sharecroppers fund is an active 
participant in the council's program and 
supplies financial support as well. 

Over the years, national sharecroppers 
fund, conscientious news reporters, and con
cerned groups of citizens have been gradu
ally educating the American public con
cerning .the plight of the _sharecropper, 
tenant farmer, and migrant farm worker. 
As this report shows, advances are being 
made in some areas. It is to be hoped that 
the fund's supporters will renew and ex
pand their generous support of our work 
in 1955. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. !?resident, I wish to 
call the particular attention of the 
Senate to the section dealing with the 
importation of Mexican farm workers. 
Although under the work contracts they 
receive guaranties ·of 50 cents an hour 
minimum wage, we continue to receive 
reports to the effect that wages as low 
as 25 cents an hour are being paid both 
to contract workers and to illegal wet
backs. 

I also call particular attention to the 
portion of the report dealing with the 
State of Louisiana. The report points 
out that employers in Louisiana claim 

the right to prevent labor from organiz
~ng in farm industry. The report shows 
that a judge issued injunctions against 
a strike by farm workers in the harvest 
fields in that State. 

The injunction was upheld a year later 
by the Lousiana Supreme Court on the 
ground that the workers did not have the 
right to strike during the harvesting 
season. That case is being appealed to 
the United States Supreme Court. If 
it should ever become universal law in 
this country, it would amount to break
ing the back of the economic strength 
of organized labor. 

It is a rather novel ruling that labor 
should have the right to strike only when 
it would not do any injury to the em
ployer. That would destroy the eco
nomic strength derived from the right 
to strike in American industrial rela
tions. It is a very disturbing decision. 
Of course, it is a long step backward to 
government by injunction in the United 
States in the field of industrial relations. 

I particularly urge my colleagues to 
read this report, because it is clear evi
dence that we still have a long way to 
go before economic justice is done to the 
people in the low wage brackets, particu
larly agricultural workers, who, in many 
sections of the country, are looked upon 
as human beings who do not even have 
the right to organize. 

THE PRESIDENT pro tempore. Morn
ing business is concluded. 

THE SHAWNEE AND JOPPA 
POWERPLANTS 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
last Friday reference was made on the 
floor of the Senate to what was called 
the "Ebasco fiasco." Unfortunately, I 
was unable to be present at that time, or 
I would have replied to the statement. 
· In my own State of Arizona a large 
oil refinery is to be built by Ebasco. 
Having perfect confidence in the ability 
of tlie people oi my State to select com
panies which can do the work and which 
are honorable, I wish to make a brief 
statement in reply to the remarks last 
Friday. 

For a while, Mr. President, we heard 
a great deal about how TVA had out-. 
stripped private industry in building the 
Shawnee powerplant, which is compar.,. 
able to the Joppa plant built by Electric 
Energy, Inc., but we have not heard so 
much about that recently. I wonder if 
the court case in East st. Louis had 
anything to do with causing less dis
cussion of the comparison. The chances 
are that most of us are not informed 
about this court case. Before the trial, 
public power enthusiasts made a great 
deal of to-do about the Ebasco fiasco 
and their statements received wide pub
licity. But outside the St. Louis area 
one really had to search to find infor
mation about the indictment, trial, con
viction, and sentencing of two big labor 
racketeers for their nefarious operations 
on the Joppa plant which was being con
structed by Ebasco. 

It never did make sense to me that an 
organization with some 70 or 80 leading 
utility companies as clients, a company 
that had designed and built more power-

·Plants than any other single organiza
tion in the world, would make a flop on 
a plant so important as the one at Joppa, 
unless something happened that was en
tirely beyond their control. Any reason
able man would know that Ebasco 
realized it was in competition with TVA 
and that if TVA outdid it on the job, 
they would advertise the fact to the 
world. 

I know a little about Ebasco. I know 
they have built some of the finest, cheap
est, and most economical plants in the 
world. They have done most of the en
gineering, and some of the construction, 
for the Public Service Company of Ari
zona, a large utility serving my State. 
I know the mana.gement of Public Serv
ice sufficiently well to be confident that 
it would not tolerate inefficiency or in
competency 5 minutes, so I know those 
who get its work, and continue to get it, 
must be good. 

But getting back to the East St. Louis 
trial: Irving R. Dale and James Bate
man, large southern Illinois labor lead
ers, were found guilty of attempting to 
extort $1,030,000 from Ebasco, which was 
building the Joppa plant. They did ex
tort $7,500 from Maxon Construction Co., 
which had subcontracted a part of the 
work. 

When these racketeers failed to get 
the money out of Ebasco, the company 
was plagued with a series of strikes. 
Another peculiar thing about the whole 
transaction is that the strikes were not 
against the company for unfair labor 
practices or anything like that, but were 
jurisdictional strikes. There were more 
than 40 strikes and 23 partial shutdowns. 
Twenty percent of the working time was 
lost because of these strikes. But the 
strikes were not the worst part of this 
deal. Those familiar with construction 
know that when an operation is plagued 
with one strike right after another, even 
during the time men are working there 
is a slowing down. The slowdown is 
worse than the strike. When men are 
giving a third or a half a day's work for 
a day's pay the cost is heavy. At least 
when they are out on strike the employer 
has only the overhead going on and he 
does not have to pay the men· who are 
not producing. 
· This whole thing has a smell to me, 

and I am not sure the whole story has 
yet been told by any manner of means~ 
Its a strange coincidence that many of 
the strongest supporters of Government 
power are backed by labor and are willing 
to give labor anything it wants. Arid, 
by the same token, most of the segments 
of organized labor have been strong pro
ponents of TVA and other Government 
power developments. Could it be that 
labor, too, realized the competition be
tween private industry and TVA and 
undertook to see that TVA won the 
contest? 

If I was boosting TV A I would be very 
quiet on this subject. 

I have here a press release dated Jan
uary 1, 1955, from the Department of 
Justice. I desire to read one paragraph 
from this release : • 

The flagrant example of the type of situa
tion-involved can be found in the Evan Dale 
case in the southern district of Illinois. 
Dale gained complete domination of the rank . . 

.· 
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and file of his union. He then used this: 
control, plus terrorism, to intimidate con- ' 
tractors and sabotage construction work for 
his own personal gain. Actions of Dale and· 
his associates have been estimated to have 
cost the Government more than $51 million 
during construction of the Joppa, Ill., power
plant for the Atomic Energy Commission. 
He and another labor leader, James Bateman, 
convicted of attempting and conspiring to 
extort more than $1 ,030,000 from the original 
contractors for the plant. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that at this point in my remarks 
there be printed a press release issued 
by the Department of Justice on January 
1, 1955. 

There being no objection, the press re
lease was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Assistant Attorney General Warren Olney 

III said today that major progress was made 
against labor racketeering during 1954 by 
the Department of Justice w ith the coopera
tion of responsible union officials. 

Reporting to Attorney General Herbert 
Brownell, Jr., on the 1954 activities of the 
Department's Criminal Division, which Mr. 
Olney heads, the Assistant Attorney General 
said: 

"Creation in 1954 of an Organized Crime 
and Racketeering Section was an . important 
development in the work of fighting crime. 
The section serves as a national filter for all 
information pertaining to organized criminal 
activity. By coordinating work of the other 
sections of the Division where criminal ac
tivity cuts across several fields , it is proving 
a sharp weapon against racketeering in all 
forms. 

"A particular result is that approximately 
50 investigations of extortion or bribery now 
are being initiated every month under the 
Labor Management Relations Act and the 
Anti-Racketeering Statute (the Hobbs Act). 
In 1953, there were 19 labor racketeering in
dictments involving 44 defendants under 
these 2 laws. In 1954 there were 37 indict
ments involving 65 defendants. There were 
28 convictions in 1954; none in 1953. 

"A flagrant example of the type of situation 
involved can be found in the Evan Dale _case 
in the southern district of Illinois. Dale 
gained complete domination of the rank and 
file of his union. He then used this control, 
plus terrorism, to intimidate contractors and· 
sabotage construction work for his own per
sonal gain. Actions of Dale and his associates 
have been estimated to have cost the Gov
ernment more than $51 million during con
struction of the Joppa, Ill., powerplant for 
the Atomic Energy Commission. He and 
another labor leader, James Bateman, con
victed of attempting and conspiring to extort 
more than $1,030,000 from the original con-
tractors for the plant." · 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that at this point 
in my remarks there be printed a series 
of newspaper articles dealing with the 
situation I have been discussing. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of 
November 30, 1954] 

BUILDERS' AGENT TELLS OF $7,500 IN PAYOFFS 
MADE TO UNIONIST DALE-WITNESS IN 
RACKETS TRIAL SAYS HE GAVE CASH TO DE
FENDANT FOR PROMISES To HALT JOPPA 
LABOR TIEUPS 
Payoffs totalfng $7,500 were made to Evan 

R. Dale, southern Illinois boss of the AFL 
Laborer's Union, in exchange for assurances 
that work stoppages plaguing a subcontrac
tor on tlie Joppa (Ill .) atomic facility would 

cease, a witness testified today in United 
States District Court at East St. Louis. 

Thomas J. Scott, resident construction 
engineer for the Maxon Construction Co., 
of Dayton, Ohio, said he made the payments 
in 4 installments in 1952, delivering the 
cash to Dale personally in sealed envelopes. 
The first payment was made March 17, he 
said, and the final one was made Septem
ber 17. 

Scott, a large, gray-haired man, bowed his 
head as he testified. He spoke in a low voice, 
haltingly, and flushed as he described the 
p ayoffs. 

DALE LISTENS INTENTLY 
Dale, seated near the front of the de

fendants' counsel table, leaned forward and 
listened intently to the testimony. He is 
on trial with James Bateman, another south
ern Illinois labor leader, on charges of vio
lating the Federal Antiracketeering Act. 

Dale alone is charged in 1 count of a 
3-count indictment with extorting the $7,500 
from the Maxon firm. He and Bateman to
gether are alleged to have attempted to ex
tort $1,030,000 from Ebasco Services, Inc., 
of New York, general contractor on the 
$197 million Joppa job. 

Scott testified he and other officers of 
the Maxon Co. became alarmed in July 
1951 at the number of work stoppages which 
had occurred on their job of constructing 
a water intake structure, a discharge well, 
and a loading dock for the Ebasco firm. 
Work had started in May, he said, and labor
ers were walking off the job at least once a 
week. 

SOUGHT INTERVIEW WITH DALE 
As a result of this concern, he testified, 

he sought an interview with Dale, who con
trolled a labor pool of 30,000 men for work 
on the Joppa Job and also for large atomic 
energy construction projects at Paducah, 
Ky., and Shawnee, Ky. He met with Dale 
at a hotel bar in Cairo, Ill. , he recalled. 

"Dale told me he wasn't expecting me, 
but had expected one of the big boys," Scott 
said. "At this meeting he asked me how 
much our job was and I said it was $863,000.". 

The witness said he saw Dale again several 
days later. At the second meeting, he said, 
Dale told him the customary price for labor 
peace in southern Illinois was a fiat 1 per
cent of the contract "in cash." 

Scott testified he agreed to pay r;>ale after 
holding several conferences with other offi
cers of his company. Labor troubles ceased 
for the Maxon company, he added, although 
no payments were made immediately. 

Early in 1952, he said Dale summoned him 
to the labor chief's office at Carbondale, Ill. 

DALE SAID HE NEEDED MONEY 
"Dale told me it was being rumored around

that Maxon Construction Co. had already 
paid off" , the witness said. "He said his 
associates had begun to believe this and 
were concluding that, he (Dale) was holding 
out. Dale said he needed the money right 
now." 

The figure of $7,500 was agreed upon at 
this conference, Scott said. 

Asked by Assistant United States Attorney 
Edward G. Maag if he actually paid any 
money to Dale, the witness said : 

"I did. I paid him a total of $7,500. . I 
made four payments. The first time was 
about March 17, 1952, in the men's room of 
the Embassy Club at Cairo, Ill. I gave Dale 
the money in a brown manila envelope. He 
counted it and put it in his pocket. It was 
$2,000 in cash." 

Scott testified the next "two payments also 
were $2,000 each and were made at Dale's 
Carbondale office April 23 and June 3. The 
final payment, he said, was for $1,500 and was 
turned over to Dale at the Carbondale office 
September 17, in each case the money was . 
carried in a brown manila envelope, he said. 

The witness said he obtained the payoff 
money from John E. Burke, vice president 

and treasurer -of the Maxon company, and 
that Burke knew for what purpose it was 
to be used. 

TELLS OF ANOTHER CONVERSATION 
A conversation he had with Edward M. 

Marselli, assistant general plant superintend-. 
ent for Electric Energy, Inc., for whom the 
Joppa plant was built, . was also related by 
Scott. · 

"I was talking to him on July 24, 1951", 
Scott testified, "and I told him about Dale's 
statement that the customary price for labor 
peace in southern Illinois was 1 percent 
of the contract. 

"Marselli gave a long, low whistle. He said, 
•one percent of $100 million amounts to 
$1 million.'" 

Scott testiped Marselli was referring to the 
estimated overall cost of t~e Joppa contract 
which at that time was $130 million. 

In his opening statement to a jury of 
six men and six women, Maag outlined de
tails of the alleged Maxon shakedown as 
given in Scott's testimony. 

He said Dale told Scott and other repre
sentatives of companies working on the 
Joppa project that he (Dale) was the ·boss 
in southern Illinois and must be paid for 
labor peace. 

DEMANDS ON EBASCO COMPANY 
In support of the other two counts, Maag 

said the Government would prove that Dale 
made similar demands of Ebasco Co. and 
that work stoppages and jurisdictional dis
putes among unions continued for more than 
18 months after the general contractor re
fused to pay off. 

He !)aid that Bateman, a · business repre
sentative of a Murphysboro (Ill.) local of the 
AFL pipefitters• union, took part in several 
·conferences where demands were made. Dale, 
who lives at Carbondale, is the most power
ful southern Illinois figure in the AFL con
struction laborers' union. 

For the defense Fletcher Lewis of Murphys
boro, attorney for Bateman, said his client 
had "done everything humanly possible" to 
stop jurisdictional disputes at Joppa. Bate
man's union was involved in only 3 of 43 
work stoppages, he said, and Bateman was 
named chairman of a conference of busi
ness agents to mediate and prevent juris-
dictional trouble. · 

General denials of the Government's 
charges were made in behalf of Dale. 

A last minute motion to dismiss the in
dictment on which Dale and Bateman are 
being tried was filed this morning by de
fense attorney John J. Hoban of East St. 
Louis, but it was overruled by United States 
District Judge Fred L. Wham. 

The motion contended that Dale had been 
deprived of his constitutional rights when 
he was called before a Federal grand jury in 
St. Louis, in June 1953, and asked to give 
testimony about labor trouble at Joppa. 

OTHERS AIDING MAAG 
Working with Maag in presentation of the 

Government's case were United States At
torney Clifford Raemer and Tom E. DeWolfe 
and Ben Brooks, assistant attorneys general 
assigned from the trial division of the De
partment of Justice. 

The jury was selected yesterday after an 
all-day session. Two alternates, a man and 
a woman, also were chosen. 

Dale is represented by Hoban and Bateman 
by Lewis and John M. Karns of East St. 
Louis. 

Judge Wham questioned prospective jurors 
exhaustively, asking if they had any union 
affiliations, if close relatives belonged to 
unions, if they were employers of union labor 
and if they were prejudiced against organized 
labor. 

He dismissed 5 men who expressed a bias 
against labor and said they thought this 
would influence their verdict. The defense 
challenged 1i and the Government 5. 
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The jury was placed in custody of the 

United States marshal for the duration of the 
trial. 

MEMBERS OF JURY 
Members of the jury are Dwight B. Ballor, 

coal miner, Valier; Oliver Breidicker, vice 
president, First National Ba.nk, East St. 
Louis; Michael Brennan, office manager, Ames 
Construction Co., East St. Louis; Mrs. · Vir
ginia Cover, Tunnel Hill; Daniel Gover, in
surance agent, Mattoon; Mrs. Carmen Hutch
craft, Fairfield; Edwin Kleeman, farmer, 
Nashville, Mrs. June Klein, Pinckneyville; 
Bert Knoll, farmer, Danville; Mrs. Mildred 
Meyer, Walsh; Mrs. Mildred Molique, East St. 
Louis, and Mrs. Martha Mueller, Carlyle. 

Alternates are Gilbert Potts, store man
ager, Altamont and Mrs. Virginia Richard, 
Pinckneyville. 

The second count alleges an attempt to 
extort the money from representatives of 
the general contractor, Ebasco Services, Inc., 
of New York, recognized as one of the largest 
constructors of utility powerplants in the 
world. 

The first count of the indictment charges 
Dale and Bateman with conspiring to ob
struct and delay interstate commerce by 
demanding payment of the $1,030,000 in ex
change for industrial peace at the Joppa 
plant. 

The Joppa plant, built to supply power 
for the atomic energy gaseous diffusion plant 
at Paducah, Ky., was constructed for Electric 
Energy, Inc., an organization of five private 
utilities. It was plagued with work stop
pages, which began the same month the 
first alleged shakedown attempt was made. 

Cost of construction increased $58 million 
over the original estimate. Staff employees 
of the Atomic Energy Commission have tes
tified the added costs were due largely to 
strikes and labor trouble. Four generators 
are now in operation. 

The labor strife, mostly jurisdictional dis
putes between unions, continued for 18 
months. Finally, in the summer of 1953, 
Electric Energy, Inc., took the contract away 
from Ebasco and turned it over to another 
firm. · 

[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of 
December 1, 1954] 

WITNESS TELLS OF DECISION NOT To PAY OFF 
DALE-COMBINE AGENT TESTIFIES ON MEET
ING REFUSING $1,030,C00 SOUGHT BY 
UNIONIST 
Testimony about a St. Louis conference in 

which high level utility and construction 
company officials decided against making a 
$1,030,000 payoff to Evan R. Dale, southern 
Illinois boss of the AFL Laborers' Union, 
was given i:p. United States. district court 
today at Dale's trial on labor-racketeering 
charges. 

The witness, Turner White, Jr., vice presi
dent and general manager of Electric En
ergy, Inc., a combine of 5 private utilities 
organized to build and operate an atomic
energy facility at Joppa, Ill., said 3 com
pany representatives attending the meeting 
reported demands made on them by Dale to 
permit peaceful completion of the project. 

White was permitted to testify about the 
meeting only because Defense Attorney John 
J. Hoban had insisted on asking him ques
tions relating to whether he had ever re
ceived any direct threats from Dale. 

PROSECUTOR OBJECTS 
Since Assistant United States Attorney 

Edward G. Maag had interrogated White only 
about contracts, the Government prosecutor 
objected to Hoban's line of questioning. 

United States District Judge Fred L. Wham 
at first sustained the objection, but when 
Hoban announced he would call White as a 
defense witness the judge permitted him to 
continue. 

Hoban then drew· from White a statement 
that_ Oale. had made no direct threats. 

This gave Maag an opportunity to ask if 
any indirect threats were made. 

"All I know is what was reported to me by 
Mr. Marselli (Edward M. Marselli, assistant 
plant superintendent for Electric Energy, 
Inc.)," the witness replied. "He reported 
on his conversations with Dale in which he 
was told to see another man who told him 
it would take 1 percent of the contract to 
stop our troubles." 

White said Marselli's report was made at 
the high level conference in St. Louis, held 
in the late summer of 1951. Among those 
attending the meeting, he said, were J. Wes
ley McAfee, president of Union Electric Co., 
of Missouri, and also of Electric Energy, Inc.; 
Ralph E. Moody, a vice president of Electric 
Energy, and a number of Ebasco officials, 
including Kemp W. Reese, Fred Gardner, 
Clinton J. Sammond, and Arthur J. Mohan. 

OTHERS REPORTING DEMANDS 
Asked if anyone at the meeting besides 

Marselli reported demands made on them, 
White said that Garner and Reese had so 
reported. He did not elaborate. 

Sammond, industrial relations consultant 
for Ebasco Services, Inc., a New York firm of 
contractors and consultants, testified earlier 
about a conference with labor leaders at 
Cairo, Ill., in which Dale boasted of his 
power and said the Joppa job would never 
be completed unless Ebasco learned to do 
business his way. 

This testimony was corroborated, in its 
main parts, by Fred J. Daugherty, president 
of Daugherty Co., Inc., of Youngstown, Ohio, 
piping contractors, and Delphin Johnson, 
Portsmouth, Ohio, who was in charge of 
materials for the Daugherty firm. They said 
they attended the meeting. 

Facts alleged in the indictment occurred 
while Ebasco Services was the prime con
tractor on the Joppa powerplant. The esti
mated cost of the project skyrocketed $58 
million to a present estimate or $197 million, 
the rise being attributed largely to labor 
trouble. Ebasco Services was unable to 
complete the contract and was replaced by 
another firm. 

Dale. who lives at Carbondale, is on trial 
with James Bateman, business representa
tive of a Murphysboro local of the AFL pipe
fitters' union. They are charged with 
interferring with interstate commerce by 
attempting to extort $1,030,000 from Ebasco 
Services, Inc., and Dale alone is charged with 
receiving a $7,500 payoff from a subcontrac
tor at Joppa. 

DESCRIBES ME~NG WITH DALE 
Sammond, a forthright witness with a 

sharp, New England manner of speaking, 
gave the jury of 6 men and 6 women a vivid 
description of his meeting ~ with Dale and 
Bateman at the Embassy Club in Cairo, 
August 20, 1951. 

At no time during the 5-hour conference 
did Dale directly broach the subject of a 
shakedown, the witness said, but kept advis
ing Sammond to "learn how to do business 
with labor in southern Illinois." 

Pressed for further details of what he 
meant, Sammond testified, Dale told him to 
look up Thomas J. Scott, resident construc
tion engineer for the Maxon Construction 
Co., a subcontractor at Joppa, and find out 
what Dale meant. 

TESTIMONY ON PAYOFFS 
Scott, the first Government witness, has 

testified that he made payments totaling 
$7,500 to Dale after the labor boss told him 
his company could enjoy good relations with 
labor by payoffs amounting to 1 percent of 
its contract. 

Dale was in a boastful mood as the calro 
conference opened, Sammond testified. He 
talked about his hunting lodge in Alexander 
County and of a $1;5oo shotgun he owned. 
He said, Sammond related, that he had once 
been a chauffeur for a Chicago man, known· 

as the "asphalt king," who was kllled by 
gangsters. 

Sammond quoted Dale as saying: "I am a 
Chicago boy. When I left Chicago I threw 
away my shovel for a blackjack and I have 
been using it effectively ever since. I came 
to southern Illinois 15 years ago to carve out 
an empire. I have ca.rved out an empire. 
I have 38,000 laborers and 28 business agents 
under me." 

(Dale, as president of the Southern Illinois 
District Council of the AFL Hod Carriers and 
Building Laborers' Union, has control of a 
pool of 38,000 laborers. He also has been a. 
prominent figure in Illinois Re}i)ublican poli
tics since 1940.) 

TELLS OF INDICTMENT 
Dale told those attending the meeting, 

Sammond went on, that the last time he 
had had trouble with a contractor six men 
had been killed or injured. Dale was quoted 
as saying he had been indicted for murder. 

(In 1948 Dale and 3 others were in
dicted at Cairo for conspiracy to assault 2 
Alexander County labor leadets involved in 
a jurisdictional dispute. The case was even
tually dismissed.) 

Hoban objected to Sammond's testimony 
at this point, but Judge Wham ruled it ad
missible because it tended to support Gov
ernment charges that Dale had attempted to 
induce a feeling of fear on the part of the 
contractor. 

Sammond then continued, testifying that 
Dale suddenly accused him of having gone 
to Lawrence Callanan, ex-convict boss of the 
AFL Steamfitters' Union in St. Louis, to make 
a deal. This was the first time he had ever 
heard of Callanan, Sammond said. Calla
nan was convicted earlier this year of racket
eering and is under a 12-year sentence. 

Bateman took little part in the discussion, 
Sammond testified, but several times urged 
Dale to send his men back to work on a 
jurisdictional strike which had the project 
tied up at that time. The dispute was be
tween Dale's laborers and Bateman's pipe
fitters over unloading of pipe. 

NO HURRY TO SETTLE STRIKE 
"Dale told Bateman he was in no hurry to 

settle the strike," Sammond testified. "He 
said he would just as soon keep the men out 
another week." 

Then, Sammond said, Dale changed the 
subject. 

"He asked me what Ebasco's contract was 
worth. First, I said $86 million, then changed 
the figure to $93,500,000. Dale made his own 
estimate. He said it was about $103,500,000. 

"I asked him what we could do to settle 
the labor difficulties. He advised me to learn 
how to do business in southern Illinois. 
Then he elaborated. He suggested that I 
consult the Springfield (Ill.) office of the 
Associated General Contractors or see Tom 
Scott of the Maxon Co." 

Sammond, who operates as a national 
troubleshooter for Ebasco, one of the 
largest builders of powerplants in the world, 
said Dale boasted that Bateman once had 
been one of his assistants, and that he could 
be assured of Bateman's cooperation. Dale 
was quoted as saying he had all the other 
southern Illinois labor leaders in his pocket. 

WARNS OF STOPPAGES 
"Dale asked me," Sammond testified," 'Do 

you have authority to commit Ebasco?' I 
told him I would have to consult my su
periors. He replied, 'Unless you learn to do 
business in the manner customary in south
ern Illinois, you won't complete the job.' 
He bragged about 87 work stoppages which 
had occurred on a building job at Grand 
Tower, Ill." 

(Dale is under indictment in St. Louis on 
a charge of conspiring to extort money from 
a contractor working on a levee job at 
Grand Tower.) 

The laborer's boss boasted of political can
didates he had elected and others he had 
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defeated, Sammond testified. During the 
conference, Sammond said, Dale sent the 
Embassy Club manager out to summon the 
sheriff of Alexander Cmmty. The sherifil 
came to the club, he added, and Dale di
rected the law officer to "take a · seat over 
in the corner." 

Sammond testified he neve:r made a deal 
with Dale, but later visited Scott, the Maxon · 
Co. engineer, as the labor boss had suggested. 
Scott told him, he testified, that Dale had 
set a price of 1 percent of the contract for 
insuring labor peace. This would have 
amounted to $1,030,000 if the contract esti
mate made by Dale were used. 

Marselli, who had made the "shakedown 
report" to the St. Louis high-level confer
ence, testified that Dale directed him "to 
see Tom Scott" when he asked Dale what 
could be done about settling the labor 
trouble. 

MEETING IN TRAILER 
Marselli said he visited Scott in Scott's 

trailer office on the bank of the Ohio River. 
Scott told him, he said, that Dale had agreed 
tq insure labor peace for 1 percent of the 
cost of the job. 

"I was amazed," Marselli testified, "and 
I told Scott, 'Why 1 percent of $100 million 
is $1 million.' 

"He nodded. He said, 'You're good at 
figures.'" 

Marselli said he asked Scott what guar
antee his company would have that there 
would be no further labor trouble after a 
payoff. 

The witness quoted Scott as saying: "You 
make it in monthly payments. If you have 
labor trouble, you discontinue payments." 

Sott testified earlier in the day that he 
had made four payoffs, totaling $7,500, to 
Dale in four installments in 1952, beginning 
March 17 and ending September 17. 

[From the St. Louis Globe-Democrat of 
December 1, 1954] 

BUILDER SAYS HE PAID ·$7,500 TO EVAN DALE 
A contracting firm official testified yester

day that he paid $7,500 to Evan R. Dale in 
hopes that the southern Illinois labor and 
political leader would bring labor peace to 
the job of constructing the Electric Energy 
power plant in Joppa, Ill. 

Thomas J. Scott, Jr., a former superin
tendent on the job for the Maxon Construc
tion Co., of Dayton, Ohio, was the Govern
ment's first witness at the labor-racketeer
ing trial of Dale and his codefendant, James 
Batemen, Murphysboro, Ill., labor leader. 

A jury of 6 men and 6 women is hearing 
the case, which is expected to take about 
3 weeks, in the court of United States Dis
trict Judge Fred L. Wham, at East St. Louis. 

TELLS OF MEETING 
Scott testified that his firm had a sub

contract from Electl.'i:c Energy, Inc., to erect 
loading and barge docks and water intake 
structures on the Ohio River for the plant, 
which was being built to supply Atomic En
ergy Commission power needs for its project 
at Paducah, Ky. 

The superintendent told the court that he 
had met Dale in mid-July 1951 in a room in 
Hotel Cairo at Cairo, Ill., after seeking him 
to see if we couldn't arrive at some solution 
to all the labor difficulties we were having 
on our contract at Joppa. 

Dale told him, he related, that it was not 
Scott but someone from the big boy he was 
expecting. Dale, of Carbondale, Ill., presi
dent of the Southern Illinois District Coun
cil of the A. F. of L. Hodcarriers, Building, 
and Common Laborers Union, then asked 
him, Scott continued, how much the Maxson 
contract was worth. Scott set the value at 
about $863,000 and Dale suggested Scott see 
him in a day or so. 

ACCUSED OF HOLDOUT 
At a second meeting soon afterward, Scott 

testified Dale set the price to insure labor 

peace at 1 ·percent of the contract price, 
$8,630 in cash. Scott said he would inform 
his superiors about this, but testified he told 
them that Dale expected nothing from them 
at the time. 

Assistant United States attorney then 
asked Scott if he ·had talked with Dale in 
the latter's office in Carbondale in late 1951 
or early 1952. Scott said he. had and testi
fied Dale told him then that it was being 
said that Maxson had been paying and that 
Dale's associates were saying he had been 
holding out on them. · 

Scott said he informed Dale that the job 
was then worth $750,000 and agreed to pay 
Dale $7,500 (1 percent). 

Scott testified he gave Dale $2,000 in cash 
in a manila envelope at .the Embassy Hotel 
in Cairo about March 17, 1952. He said Dale 
opened the envelope, counted the money and 
put it into his pocket. The balance of the 
money was paid Dale, Scott said, in two 
payments of $2,000 each and one of $1,500,'all 
in Dale's office in Carbondale, and the last 
being handed over about September 17, 1952. 

In earlier testimony Scott said that on 
about July 24, 1951, he had been told by Ed
ward Marselli, plant superintendent for 
Electric Energy, that he had been referred to 
Scott by Dale for information about work 
stoppages and labor in southern Dlihois. 

"I told Mr. Marselli," Scott testified, "my 
opinion of the price of labor peace on his 
job was 1 percent of the contract's price in 
cash." Scott said Marselli, who was sitting 
with him on the bank of the Ohio at Joppa, 
whistled and figured aloud that 1 percent of 
$100 million was $1 million. 

Scott testified under cross-examination by 
John J. Hoban, counsel for Dale, that Dale at 
no time made any demands or threats. He 
said he got the impression that Dale wanted 
the money from "observation of what ac
tually happened" but not from any "large 
happening you can put your finger on.'' 

He said in response to Hoban's questions 
that he did not recall how many work 
stoppages there were in the first 2 weeks on 
the job and that of those there were, Dale's 
union was involved in some but not all. 

MADE NO DEMAND 
f3cott further testified that the payoff 

meetings were unwitnessed and that "I 
think I suggested $7,500, and that was agree
able to him (Dale). He did not make a de
mand at any time." 

The witness said Dale had told him in 
substance that "the (Maxon) contract was 
rather small," adding he gained the impres
sion that Dale would be interested in know
ing that he was "the labor boss and the man 
to deal with." 

The $7,500 extortion indictment count is 
against Dale alone. Two other counts accuse 
both Dale and Bateman of attempting to ex
tort $1,030,000 from Ebasco Services, Inc., of 
New York City, Electric Energy's general con
tractor at Joppa, and threatening labor 
trouble if the demands were not met. Maag 
said he would prove that Ebasco's refusal to 
pay was followed by labor trouble for more 
than 18 months. 

Bateman is business representative o:r 
Local 160 of the AFL Pipefitters Union at 
Murphysboro. 

[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch 
of December 2, 1954] 

FIRM HEAD TELLS OF $2,961 PAYOFF To 
UNIONIST DALE-TESTIFIES DEFENDANT TOLD 
HIM CUSTOMARy RATE WAS 1 PERCENT FOR 
CONTRACTORS 
Edgar M. Stephens, a Cairo (Ill.)' contrac

tor, testified today that Evan R. Dale, A. F~ 
of L. laborers' bass, told him it ·was custom
ary for contractors hidng construction work
ers in southern Illinois to pa-y off· at the 
rate of 1 percent of their contracts. 

In permitting the testimony of Stephens, 
who told of a $2,916 payoii he made to Da.le 

United States District Judge Fred L. Wham 
ruled that it would be admissible only in 
order to enlighten the jury of 6 men and 
6 women what had been meant in previous 
testimony by the phrase "doing business in 
the customary manner." The phrase · was 
attributed by a number of witnesses to Dale. 

Dale and James Bateman, both southern 
Illinois labor leaders, are on trial on charges 
of violating ~he Federal antiracketeering 
act. They are charged specifically with in
terfering with interstate commerce by at
tempting to extort $1,030,000 from Ebasco 
Services, Inc., prime contractor on construc
tion of the Joppa (Ill.) power plant. Dale 
alone is charged with extorting $7,500 from 
~ subcontractor at Joppa. 

UNITED STA'~ES RESTS ITS CASE 
Ben Brooks, special assistant attorney gen

eral assisting in prosecuting of the trial in 
United States district court at East St. Louis, 
announced this afternoon that the Gov
ernment was resting its case. 

At defense attorney John J. Hoban's re
quest a Government witness, Clinton J. Sam
mond, industrial relations consultant for 
Ebasco, was recalled to the stand for addi
tional cross-examination. Upon completion 
of this questioning the attorneys in the 
case retire.d to the chambers of Judge Wham 
for a conference. 

Stephens, president of Edgar Stephens & 
Sons, general contractors, said Dale ap
proached him for a payoii in June 1951 after 
his company had begun work on construc
tion of a spur line from the Chicago & 
Eastern Illinois line to the Joppa plant. 

"Dale advised me he felt he had been in
strumental in securing the contract for our 
company," Stephens said. "He said he felt 
he was entitled to some consideration. I 
asked him what he meant and he said it was 
customary to pay off 1 percent," 

Nothing further was said about the matter., 
the witness said, until October 10, 1952, when 
he met Dale in Cairo, Ill. 

"Dale told me, 'We need some money'," 
Stephens said. "I said, 'On what basis do 
you need it?' He said, 'On the basis of your 
contract for the spur line as per our previous 
discussion'." 

SAYS DALE REFUSED CHECK 
Stephens said he subsequently paid off. 

Dale refused to accept a check, he said, and 
Ste.phens gave him cash. The witness iden
tified a check made out to cash, vouchers and 
invoices which, he said, represented the 
transaction. 

Another witness, George Orick, associate 
editor of Architectural Forum and former 
writer ·for the magazine, Engineering News
Record, testified about interviewing Dale in 
October 1953. 

He testified he asked Dale about reports 
the labor boss had attempted to shake down 
Ebasco. Dale replied, he said, that "it' Ebasco 
wants to get the impression I am looking for 
money it is all right with me.'' 

Later in the conservation, Orick related, 
Dale remarked he had been fishing and would 
be interested in knowing what he had 
caught. 

On cross examination Orick acknowledged 
he had written in his story for Engineering 
News-Record that he could find no evidence 
to support reports that shakedowns were 
behind labor trouble at Joppa. 

Today•s first witness was Ewart Mitschke, 
chief of operations for the Atomic Energy 
Commission's gaseous diiiusion plant at Pa
ducah, Ky. He was called by the Govern
ment to testify about the interstate nature 
of the Joppa plant's operation. 

He said the Joppa plant was constructed 
to supply power to the atomic energy instal
lation at Paducah and that the first elec
tricity was transmitted across the Ohio River 
from Joppa October 7, 1952. 

Other witnesses identified documents 
which were introduced in evidence to show 
that turbines, generators, and other mate ... 
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rial used at Joppa was shipped in interstate 
commerce. 

John M. Graney, project manager for Ebas
co Services told of a conference in the fall of 
1952 at which efforts were made to end a 
work stoppage by pipefitters. He said Bate
man, business agent of a Murphysboro local 
of the pipefitters' union, told him the stop
page would end if he would contribute to 
the union's welfare fund. Graney said he 
declined to contribute. 

Details of a St. Louis conference in which 
high-level officers of Ebasco Services and 
Electric Energy, Inc., operator of the Joppa 
plant, allegedly reached a decision not to 
pay Dale the $1,030,000, was given in testi
mony by Turner White, Jr., vice president 
and general manager of Electric Energy, and 
Arthur J. Mohan, resident labor-relations 
consultant for Ebasco. 

The meeting, held in offices of the Union 
Electric Co., of Missouri, 315 North 12th 
Street, was called August 28, 1951, the wit
nesses said, 8 days after Dale had boasted at 
a meeting with company men in Cairo, Ill., 
that the Joppa job would never be com
pleted unless the contractor learned to do 
business his way. 

Several Government witnesses have testi
fied that Dale made no direct threats or de
mands for money at the Cairo meeting, but 
they insisted he created a distinct impres
sion, by innuendo and restatement of gener
alities, that labor peace could be secured 
only by a payoff. 

Three other Government witnesses testi
fied about another conference, held by offi
cers of the Maxon company, in which it was 
decided to pay off at the 1-percent rate. The 
payoff was made to Dale, they said, in four 
installments between March and September 
1952. The conference was held in the sum
mer of 1951. 

John E. Burke, Dayton, Ohio, treasurer 
and vice president of Maxon, was asked by 
Maag why the company decided to pay off. 

"We felt we had made a commitment to 
Dale in exchange for labor peace," he testi
fied. "We thought he had an obligation, 
and the payments were made to fulfill our 
commitment. We made them in hope of 
having labor peace on the job." 

Another Maxon company officer, Vice Pres
ident Thomas L. Ohl, testified Scott had 
been sent to Dale to see what could be done 
about straightening out their labor difficul
ties. The company, which was building a 
loading dock and other facilities, was having 
more labor disputes at Joppa than at any 
other job it had ever undertaken, he said. 

Asked why he had joined in the decision 
to pay off, Ohl said: "Because construction 
costs were becoming excessive and we were 
suffering considerable loss. We were con
cerned about the welfare of our supervisory 
employees. It was too much of a burden for 
them to endure the circumstances there. 
We had to pay for relief." 

Roosevelt Patrick, chairman of Electric 
Energy's labor-relations committee and a 
former operating engineers' business agent, 
testified about trouble between contractors 
and the pipefitters' union over installation of 
panel meters in 1951. 

The union objected because part of the 
piping for the meters was prefabricated be
fore arrival at the plant, the witness said. 
He told of a conference he had with defend
ant Bateman about the matter. 

Bateman, the witness testified, suggested 
several methods of settling the dispute. 
One was for Electric Energy to make a $1,500 
donation to the pipefitters' social fund, Pat
rick said. At this point, he related, the in
ternational organizer threw up his hands, 
said: "Deal me out," and left. 

Dale, as president of the Southern Illinois 
District Council of the AFL Hod Carriers & 
Building Laborers' Union, controls a pool of 
more than 30,000 workmen who have been 
em-.;>loyed at Joppa and Paducah, and also 
&.t a TVA power plant under construction at 

Shawnee, Ky. He has been an important 
figure in Illinois Republican politics. He 
lives at Carbondale. 

[From the St. Louis Globe-Democrat of 
December 3, 1954] 

CONTRACTOR TESTIFIES ON $2,900 PAYOFF TO 
DALE 

A contractor testified yesterday that he 
paid $2,900 to Evan R. Dale after the south
ern Illinois boss of a pool of 38,000 AFL 
laborers told him he felt he "was entitled to 
some consideration." 

Later in the· day Assistant United States 
Attorney Edward G. Maag announced the 
Government was resting its case. 

Edgar M. (Cap) Stephens of Cairo, Ill., 
testified that in mid-1951 his firm received 
.a contract to build the spur from the main 
line of the Chicago & Eastern Illinois Rail
road to the Electric Energy, Inc., plant at 
Joppa, Ill. 

Dale advised him in June 1951, he said, 
"that he was instrumental in getting the 
spur line for us and was entitled to some 
consideration." 

The contractor said he asked Dale to ex
plain and was told "it was customary to pay 
off at the rate of 1 percent." 

INSISTED ON CASH 
Stephens said Dale told him in Dale's Cairo 

office on October 10, 1952, "'We need some 
m~mey.' I asked him on what basis. He 
said on our contract for the spur line." 

The witness said Dale rejected a $2,916 
check made out to Dale, insisting on cash. 
Stephens said he cashed the next check in 
his checkbook and gave Dale the money in 
Dale's office the same day. 

Stephens testified the sum was 1 percent 
of the labor payroll through September 1952. 

Stephens' testimony was objected to vigor
ously by counsel for Dale and his codefend
ant, business representative James Bate
man of Local 160 of the AFL Pipefitters at 
Murphysboro, Ill. 

OBJECTION OVERRULED 
Judge Fred L. Wham, told the jury, in 

Federal court at East St. Louis, that the tes
timony could be received against Dale only. 
He said that it would enable the jury to 
better understand what was meant by the 
words "customary practices," used in con
nection with an August 1951 meeting at 
which Dale is testified to have said that the 
EEl project would never be completed unless 
Ebasco followed the "customary practices" 
of doing business in southern Illinois. 

The judge overruled a late objection on 
the "customary practices" ground but ex
plained that Dale was not on trial for the 
alleged payoff by Stephens. 

Dale and Bateman are charged with at
tempting to extort $1 ,030,000 from a sub
contractor on the Joppa job, the Mason 
Construction Co. 

Stephens testified under cross-examina
tion that Dale never demanded money or 
made threats of any kind. 

Another witness, John M. Graney, an 
Ebasco official, said he talked with Bate
man in the former's office at Joppa in 
November 1952, about a dispute over in
stal.lation of piping that was prefabricated 
despite an agreement that pipe -of this size 
was to be fabricated on the site. 

Graney said Bateman suggested "giving 
something to the union's welfare fund," 
which made contributions to charity, but 
the money was not paid and the job was 
done. 

Doubt that Gov. William G. Stratton will 
be called as a witness was expressed by 
Dale's counsel, John J. Hoban, after the 
court adjourned until this morning. Hoban 
said the Governor had been subpenaed 
relative to incidents that occurred in 1951 
and 1952 but not brought out in the Gov
ernment case. 

Hoban estimated it would take 3 days to 
present the defense case if motions for 
acquittal are denied. 

[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of De
cember 7, 1954] 

DALE, BATEMAN CONVICTED OF ATTEMPT To 
EXTORT $1,030,000 FROM BUILDERs-JOPPA 
PROJECT LABORERS' Boss Is FOUND GUILTY 
ON THIRD COUNT-JURY DELIBERATES 5 V2 
HOURS-DECEMBER 17 SET FOR ARGUING Mo
TIONS FOR NEW TRIAL, DECEMBER 21 FOR 
SENTENCING 
Evan R. Dale and James Bateman, south

ern Illinois labor leaders, were found guilty 
today on two counts of attempting to extort 
$1,030,000 from a contractor building the 
strike-plagued Joppa (Ill.) atomic-energy 
facility, by a jury in United States District 
Court at East St. Louis. 

Dale, president of the Southern Illinois 
District Council of the AFL Hod Carriers and 
Common Laborers' Union, was found guilty 
on a third count of extorting $7,500 from a 
subcontractor at Joppa. 

They were the 13th and 14th labor bosses 
to be convicted in Illinois and Eastern Mis
souri Federal courts as the result of grand
jury action which followed an intensive in
vestigation of labor racketeering by the Post
Dispatch in the summer of 1951. All but 
two of this number have been found guilty of 
violating the Federal Anti-Racketeering Act. 

JURY OUT 5 ¥2 HOURS 
The jury of 6 men and 6 women deliberated 

for 5¥:! hours last night before reaching the 
verdict. They sealed their findings in an 
envelope upon retiring at 1 a. m. today and 
the envelope was opened in court in the 
presence of the jurors at 9: 30 a. m. 

At the request of defense attorneys the 
jury was polled by United States District 
Judge Fred L. Wham, who then set Decem
ber 17 as a date for arguing motions for a 
new trial and December 21 for sentencing. 

Defendant Bateman, business agent of a 
Murphysboro (Ill.) local of the AFL Pipe
fitters' Union, was red-eyed and nervous 
when he entered the courtroom this morn
ing. He drummed on a table as the verdict 
was read. 

The bulky, stolid Dale, who has headed Re
publican labor groups in Illinois for the past 
14 years, appeared unconcerned before the 
verdict. He flushed and leaned forward as 
it was read. 

CONSOLED BY FRIENDS 
As soon as Judge :Wham adjourned court 

about 25 friends and relatives, many of them 
members of Dale's union, gathered around 
Dale and began consoling him. 

He told a reporter: "I feel now as I felt on 
the witness stand, not guilty. I simply tried 
to tell the truth as I knew it.'' 

Both defendants were permitted to con
tinue at liberty on bond. 

The full impact of the verdict seemed to 
hit Dale as he walked through the second
fioor corridor toward an eleva tor. His body 
appeared to sag. He headed for his home at 
Carbondale, Ill. 

The 63-year-old Bateman, who has been 
a labor officer for about 15 years, was severely 
shaken. Tears streaming from his eyes, the 
bushy-haired, bespectacled man walked from 
the courtroom accompanied by a son and 
daughter. 

Jurors told a Post-Dispatch reporter they 
had agreed on a verdict in the case of Dale 
shortly after beginning deliberations last 
night. Agreement on Bateman's guilt re
quired more deliberation, they said. 

Dale and Bateman were charged jointly 
in 1 count of the indictment with interfer
ing with interstate commerce by demanding 
the $1,030,000 payoff from Ebasco Services, 
Inc., prime contractor at the $197 million 
Joppa generating plant. A second count 
jointly charged them with entering into a 
conspiracy to make the demand. 
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Ebas{:o Services, one of the largest build
ers of power plants in the woi'ld, was forced 
to surrender the Joppa -contract after more 
than 40 work stoppages, many caused by 
jurisdictional disputes~ had occured in 29 
months. The firm was replaced by the 
Bechtel Corporation of San Francisco. 

In a third count, Dale alone was charged 
with demanding and receiving the $7,500 
payoff from the Maxon Construction Com
pany, of Dayton, Ohio, in 1951 and 1952. The 
company was building a Ioading dock and 
other facilities at Joppa. 

The maximum penalty on each count of 
the indictment is 20 years in prison and a 
fine of $10,000. 

The case went to the jury shortly after 
6 o 'clock last night following a day given to 
final arguments and reading of instructions 
by Judge Wham. 

Each side took 2 hours for argument. The 
final speaker was Assistant United States 
Attorney Edward G. Maag who delivered his 
address in short, staccato sentences, alter
nating between cold analysis and outbursts 
of indignation. 

He pointed out that of all the persons at
tending a meeting August · 20, 1951, at the 
Einbassy Club in Cairo, nr.. where Dale was 
alleged to have made a demand for a $1,030,-
000 payoff, only Dale took the witness stand 
to deny that he boasted of his power and 
inv~ted the payoff. 

He called off the names of 4 representa
tives of Ebasco and Electric Energy, Inc., for 
which the Joppa plant was built, who had 
attended the meeting and testified for the 
Government about what went on there. 

"Are they all lying?,. he asked. "Is only 
Dale telling the truth? He says they are all 
lying. Are they all committing perjury ex
cept Dale? It is the duty· of the Government 
to strike fair blows. How can we get that 
many people to commit perjury?, It is un
thinkable." 

RECALLS ALLEGED BOAST 
He recalied that witnesses had quoted 

Dale at the meeting as boasting that he was 
"a Chicago boy,," had worked for gangsters, 
and had been indicted for murder as the 
result of killings on another big construction 
project. 

"Why would anyone recit e the horrible, 
nightmarish things that man said at that 
meeting?" Maag asked. "Does Ebasco have 
to be hit by a truck to know they have been 
threatened?" 

The young prosecutor's voice rose as he 
walked a:bowt. the eourtroom, at t imes con
fronting· the jury and then standing within 
arm's length of the ma:n about whom he was 
talking. 

"Dale had demanded 1 percenfi of the con
tract for labor peace," he thundered. The 
opposite o:ll labor peace is labor war. What 
is labor war? It's everything we have 
charged in this indictment. 

"This is not a: trial of union labor. Dale 
is a uni:on leader who betrayed his trust. 
Betrayal of trust is horribl:e." 

Maag l"eferred to Dale's position as head 
of a pool of 38 ,000 laborers whom he chan
neled to jobs at the .Toppa. power. plant, the 
TVA power: pl-ant at Shawnee, Ky., and the 
AtomlC Energ:lf Commission's atomic gaseous 
diffusion installation at Paducah, Ky. 

"He. use.d t h ose 38,000 men to line- his 
pockets,'' Maag cha rged.. "He had their in
terest at heart only insofar as he could use 
them. C:.an yo:u imagine all that. power in 
that man's laa.:nd?" 

WOMAN' JtntOR CRYING 
He pointed an a.ccusing finger at Dale~ who 

drew back. The J,urors were leaning far
ward in their seats, listening, intently. A 
woman j;uror in the fx:ont :tow was crying 
quietly. 

"There is a shame and a stain in southern 
Illinois," the prosecutor said. "There is a 

sign up at Joppe. . It reads: 'The price of 
peace is 1 perc.en t.' " 

Stepping again toward the jury, he lowered 
his voice and said: "It's high time you serve 
notice that blackmail is not going to work. 
Are you going. t .o condone this man's con
duct? It's all wrong and it's time you 
cleaned it up." 

Dale, 38 years old, was born at Latham, 
Ill., and has been a member of the com
mon laborex:s' union since he was 18 years 
old. He quit school to marry when he was 
16 years old and has 2 daughters, a son and 
4 grandchildren. 

He became head of the Southern Illinois 
District Council about 1938. This office 
placed him in charge of furnishing laborers 
for construction of the huge Crab Orchard 
Lake ordnance plant in 1942· and 1943. The 
plant produced "blockbuster" bombs !"Or 
the Army Air Force. 

The council has jurisdiction over laborers' 
locals in 38 southern Illinois and 4 western 
Kentucky counties. 

When the Atomic Energy Commission an
nounced plans to contruct its gaseous dif
fusion plant at Paducah and the generating 
plants at Shawnee, Ky., and Joppa, the la
borers organized an area council, placing 
Dale in charge of 38,000 laborers. 

He served as national consultant of the 
Republican National Committee's labor di
vision in 1952 and has held other Republi
can positions. 

[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of 
December 8. 1954] 

STRIKE-PLAGUED JOPPA PLANT ExPECTED TO BE 
IN FULL PRODUCTION EARLY IN 1955-COST 
Is $58 MILLION ABOVE ORIGINAL ESTIMATEs-
TwO LABOR BOSSES' CONVICTED 

(By Carl R. Baldwin) 
The Joppa (Ill.) steam-g,enerating plant, 

one of the country's most vital atomic energy 
installations ~ is expected to g,o into full pro
duction early next year after a stormy 4-year 
history marked by almost constant strife 
between management and labor and frequent 
skirmishes of union against 'Union. 
. Two powerful labor leaders charged with 
the responsibility of supplying workmen for 
the construction, Evan R. Dale and James 
Bateman, were convicted yesterday of racket
eering and a third, William B . Sanders, has 
been expelled for life from his international 
union. 

Ebasco Services, Inc., one of the largest 
builders of powerplants in the. world, was 
forced to surrender its contract to build. t:ID.e 
installation because it was unable to over
come Joppa's many, headaches .. 

Meanwhile, costs rose a staggering $58 
million above original estimates until the 
plant now will cost the Atomic Energy Com
mission an estimated $197 million. Man
agement blames, this primarily on labor and 
some labor leaders have placed the blame 
~:m inept management. 
ONE MILLION THIRTY THOUSAND DOLLAR EX'l'OR• 

TION AT'lZEMPT 
Whatever the reasons for the enormous 

cost of. Joppa, which already is supplying 
electric power to the huge atomic energy 
plant at Paducab, Ky., two of t'he key figures 
in the J(!)ppai labor disputes now stand c;on
victed of interfering wit h inter&tate com
merce by attempting to extort $1,030,00~ 
:l.irom Ebasc()l Services 

Att~. Gen. Herbert. Brownell, after learn
ing of the ve-rdiet returned by a jury in 
United States District. Court at East St. Louis 
yesterday, said it was "the largest shake
clown attem.ptecd since mo11e than $1 million 
was exto:rted from the mo¥ie indust11y; by 
the Browne-Biotl sy'Ildie.atte n~l~ two dec
~des ago." 

Brownell said the, conviction. s·hould serwe 
notice "that. labor racketeers. will not be 
tolerated and that we intend to prosecute 
such crimes wherever found." He added he 
believed responsible labor leaders felt the 

same way the administration does about 
"those who use violence, threats, and per
sonal intimidation" to enforce shakedown 
demands. 

The Joppa plant, born by act of Congress 
in November 1950, was haHed as a boon to 
southern Illinois labor in the beginning. 
The Biblically named town which had been 
a thriving river port at the turn of the 
century and had one of the deepest chan
nels in the Ohio River, was expected to once 
again become a busy metropolis. 

STAIN ON SOUTHERN ILLINOIS 
None of these things came to pass. The 

workers who came to Joppa came in trailers 
or commuted great d'istances from other 
Illinois and Kentucky towns. And the Joppa 
plant itself became what Assistant United 
States Attorney Edward G. Maag, young 
prosecutor. of Dale and Bateman, "a stain and 
a shame on southern Illinois." 

Dale, the central figure in the Joppa case, 
first came on the scene in January 1951 when 
he was placed in charge of a Joppa-Paducah
Shawnee labor pool of 38,000' workmen by 
Joseph V. Moreschi, international president 
of the hod carriers and laborers. 

Dale had cut a wide swath through south
ern Illinois as a labor boss and political 
leader. He expressed his. personality wearing 
wide-brimmed hats and fancy hunting 
clothes. He bought expensive shotguns, en
tertained at a hunting lodge in Alexander 
County, and was seen often in nightclubs. 

In 1940 he became a member of the Repub
lican Party. He explained recently to a Post· 
Dispatch reporter that he did so because he 
felt that party was on its way back to power 
at the time and he wanted to be on the 
ground floor when the political complexion 
()f the country changed. 

That he has changed his mind about the 
Republicans, whose administration has di· 
rected the investigation which led to his con
viction, was evident from. a tirade he made 
against his. adopted party. 

"I thought there would be a place for me 
in helping the par.ty build up its strength," 
he said, bitterly. "But I find the Republi· 
cans are out to cut labor's throat." 

LEADER IN COMMUNITY LIFE 
The self-made labor boss, who had quit 

school at the· age of 16 to marry, took a lead
ing part in community life at Carbondale, 
Ill., and headed downstate Republican 
groups. He was a highly controversial figure. 
Some persons held him in great esteem as a 
limlwark of the community, others thought 
his record as a labor boss left much to be 
desired. 

Prosecutor Maag made an unusual com· 
parison o:li Dare and Alexander- the Great in 
his final argument to the· jury at East St. 
Louis. 

Maag pointed out that in July 1952 Dale 
had created one o:li the major work stoppages 
at Joppa by ordering 35(} carload's of laborers 
off the job simply to back him up in a show 
of strength across· the river at the Paducah: 
plant. 

Laborers there were questioning Dare•s 
readership. The 350 automobiles, loaded witn 
laborers, paraded around the Joppa plant for 
2 days, it was reported, untfl Dale regained 
command of the situation. Then they went 
back to work at Joppa. 

"Alexander the Great conquered nations 
with fewer men," Maag told the jury. 

FORTY 'WORK STOPPAGES 
The work st0ppage was one of more than 

40 that occurred at Joppa in 19M, 1952 a.nct 
1953. The job became so h.CDpelessly bogged 
down that Ebasco SeJZvices, a segment of the 
old Electric Bond and Sha:r.e Co., powerful. 
New York utility, finally s.urL:eJ:Ildel"ed the con
tract in Ju1y 1953. 

While con tinuing to d_eny any wrongdoing 
at Joppa, Dale acknowledged to the Post
Dispatch tha t some complaints ()f feather
li>edding and slowdowns by, unionists were 
justified. 
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"These are the sins of the cost-plus con

tracts of World War II," h~ declared. "The 
abuses became widespread because contrac
tors, always anxious to pad their costs, en
couraged them. Now that my boys have got 
accustomed to these things it's hard to make 
them change their ways." 

POWER FOR PADUCAH PLANT 
The Atomic Energy Commission . ordered 

the Joppa and Shawnee plants built to sup- . 
ply 1,000,000 kilowatts of power to the Pa
ducah installation, which produces fission
able uranium-235 .from .natural uranium by 
a gaseous diffusion process. In 1950 this was 
said to be the biggest around-the-clock load 
of energy in the world for a single plant. 

Later, as the United States stepped up the 
pace in the race with Russia in stockpiling 
atomic material, the load planned for Padu
cah was almost doubled. One-fourth of the 
additional load was assigned to Electric En
.ergy, Inc., utility combine operating the 
Joppa plant, and the other three-fourths was 
oQrdered from the TV A-operated Shawnee 
plant. 

The importance of completing the Pa
ducah plant and also additions to the atomic 
energy facility at Oak Ridge, Tenn., was 
pointed out by ·Gordon H. Dean when he was 
chairman of the AEC in July 1952. 

Outlining plans for a rapid acceleration 
of construction,.he said: "The purpose of this 
expansion program is to gain precious time . 
by achieving minimum stockpile objectives 
established by the Department of Defense, 
and to achieve th~m about 4 ¥:! years earlier· 
than we would achieve them if we went at 
our present rate." 

During the years of strife the reasons given 
for the many jurisdictional disputes and 
other labor troubles were vague and varied. 
Pipefitters and laborers would walk out and 
set 'up picket lines in disputes over unloading 
pipes, controversies ·that Joppa management · 
thought had been settled on previous jobs. 
Some walkouts were never explained. 

BATEMAN IN MANY DISPUTES 
Bateman, business agent of a Murphysboro, 

Ill., AFL pipefitters union, was in the middle 
of many skirmishes with management and 
other unions. He was elected head of a 
council· of business agents to rule on juris
dictional disputes in November 1951, but the 
work stoppages continued. 

Next to Dale the most important figure in 
the labor troubles affecting the atomic in
stallations was Sanders, business agent of the 
Paducah local of the AFL ironworkers union. 
He waged warfare with Dale in a struggle 
described by on-the-spot observers as a clash 
of strong personalities. 

Like Dale, Sanders had his loyal following 
who paraded about Joppa and Paducah to 
in.:licate they were solidly in back of him. 
About 1,000 carloads · of ironworkers and 
friends, many wearing Kentucky string ties 
in imitation of their leader, formed a motor
cade at Joppa .in October 1953 to show their 
defiance of his enemies. 

Sanders, a talkative Kentuckian, remained 
in the-saddle as long as Ebasco Services was 
handling the construction at Joppa. But 
when he ignored an order by J. H. Lyons, 
president of the International Iron Workers' 
Union, to en.d a strike by the iron workers 
after the Bechtel Corp., of San Francisco, 
took over in September 1953, the interna
tional expelled him. 

[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of 
December 21, 1954] 

DALE GETS 15 YEARS, FINED $10,000 IN RACKET 
CASE; BATEMAN Is FINED $2,000-ILLINOIS 
LABOR Boss A MENACE TO UNION CAUSE, 
JUDGE WHAM SAYs--CODEFENDANT PLACED 
ON PROBATION FOR 5 YEARS-CHARGES IN
VOLVED SHAKEDOWN ATTEMPTS AT JOPPA 
PROJECT 
Evan R. Dale, powerful southern Illinois 

l abor boss and formerly a Republican politi
cal leader, was sentenced to 15 years in prison 

and fined $10,000 today on charges of labor 
racketeering by United States District Judge 
Fred L. Wham at East St. Louis. 

Judge Wham, in pronouncing sentence, 
described the stout, stolid Dale as "a menace 
to the union-labor movement, to the State, 
and to the men you represented." 

He ordered Dale taken into custody, de
claring he was doing this so that the labor 
boss would disassociate himself from all 
power immediately. A request that Dale be 
ad~itted to bond pending appeal was denied. 

BATEMA,N FINED 
, Dale!s codefendant in the case, James 

Bateman, business agent of a Murphysboro,. 
Ill., pipefitters' union, was fined $2,000. He 
received no prison sentence but was placed 
on probation for a period of 5 years. 

Bateman was ordered to disassociate him
self from any leadership in his union or any 
other union for the probation period. He 
was given 60 days in which to pay the fine. 

Dale's sentence was imposed on each of 
three counts, charging him with interfering 
with interstate commerce by attempting to 
extort $1,030,000 from a contractor on a 
Joppa, Ill., atomic energy power facility and 
by extorting $7,500 from a subcontractor on 
the same job. The sentences will be served 
concurrently. 

Bateman, _who wept after hearing sentence 
imposed, was charged only in two counts 
with participating in the attempted $1,030,-
000 shakedown of the Joppa general con- · 
tractor, Ebasco Services, Inc., of New York 
City. 
· Maximum penalty on each count • is · 20 · 

_years' imprisonment and a $10,000 fine. 
The small courtroom on the second floor 

of the East St. Louis Federal Building, was 
P,acl\:ed with spectators as Judge Wham pre
pared to sentence Dale and Bateman. About 
half were women and most appeared to be 
friends ·of the defendants. -

ATTENTION TO BATEMAN 
The ta.ll, ramrod-straight judge, looking_ 

stern and thoughtful, directed his attention 
to the 63-year-old Bateman first. 

Bateman was the less important of the 
two defendants from the standpoint of pub
lic interest, he observed, and the evidence 
presented against him had been slight. A 
presentence investigation showed he had ·a 
good reputation in his home town, the judge 
said. 

"He stayed on the fringe of the light cast 
by Dale's bold operations," said Judge Wham. 
"His connection with the whole picture are 
dim." 

Then the judge pronounced sentence on 
Bateman. The graying defendant wept at 
first as he returned to his seat in the court
room, but later accepted congratulations 
from friends in the hallway outside, appear
ing elated that he had escaped a more serious 
penalty. 

As Assistant United States Attorney Ed
ward G. Maag began stating the Govern
ment's position in the case of Dale, Judge 
Wham leaned back in his chair and medita
tively held a ,hand to his face. 

EIGHT INDICTMENTS CITED 
Maag referred to eight indictments charg

ing racketeering and income-tax evasion 
which have been returned against Dale. 

"The very number of indictments screams 
at this man that he is a menace to the men 
he represents and the people of his district," 
he said. "The Government feels that a sub
stantial sentence should be imposed in his 
case, and that bail should be denied him 
pending appeal." 

The bulky, 38-year-old Dale, shifting his 
weight from foot to foot, looked subdued as 
Maag and Defense Attorney John J. Hoban 
discussed his case. He kept his eyes on the 
floor most of the time, occasionally lifting 
them toward the bench. 

Hoban announced the defense would ap
peal and requested bond. He contended 
that, even it the facts alleged in the case 

were true, they did not constitute a viola
tion of the Federal Antiracketeering Act, 
the statute under which the charge was 
brought. 

JUDGE LOOKS ANGRY 
Judge Wham looked angry as he began 

pronouncing sentence on Dale. 
"Dale has been disloyal to the men he 

represent~d." the judge said, speaking slowly. 
"He has been responsible for an increase in 
costs of public and private works in south
ern Illinois amounting to millions of dollars. 
. "He has a faculty for in~talling fear of 

physical violence· in people. He has never 
failed to profit in full from use of his abil- · 
ities along this line." 

Then, looking directly at the reddening· 
defendant, he said: 

"I think you are a menace to the union
labor movement, to property and to the con
tractors of southern Illinois, and have been 
for a long time. You deserve a severe 
sentence." 

Dale was obviously shocked as Judge 
Wham read off the sentence of 15 years and 
the fine of $10,000. His face showed little 
emotion, but he was perspiring and kept 
wiping a hand across his face. 

The court took a recess a11d Dale was led 
by a deputy sheriff across the hall from the 
courtroom to a small holdover cell. Friends 
crowded into an anteroom and some spoke 
consoling words. . 

Dale issued a statement to the press, 
handing to reporters · the statement typed 
on a piece of paper attached to his business 
card. 

It said: "December 21, 1954.-I now be
lieve labor's interests and labor's trust can 
never be served by the Republican Party." 

HAD BEEN GOP LEADER 
· The statement amounted to Dale's oflbial 

declaration of severance of ties with the 
party. :He had been a ·member since 1940. 
In the last 14 ·years he has·been a down-State 
Illinois political lead·er, heading Republican 
labor groups and working with the Repub
lican National Committee in formulating the 
party's labor policies. 

Hoban announced he would ask the United 
States Circuit Court of Appeals at Chicago 
to direct that Date be admitted to bail pend
ing a decision pn an appeal of the case. 

Dale, who lives at Carbondale, Ill., and has 
offices there and at Cairo, Ill., later was taken 
by deputy marshals to city jail in St. Louis, 
where he will await transfer to a Federal 
prison or will bide his. time until the appeal 
is decided. 

CONVICTED DECEMBER 7 

Dale and Bateman were convicted Decem
ber 7 by a jury of 6 men and 6 women fol
lowing a trial which lasted 7 days. 

They were the 13th and 14th labor bosses 
to be found giulty of Federal charges in Mis
souri and Illinois as the result of grand
jury action which followed an intensive in
vestigation of labor racketeering by the Post
Dispatch in the summer of 1951. 

The trial opened with the Government 
presenting a key witness, Thomas J. Scott, 
resident construction engineer for the Maxon 
Construction Co., of Dayton, Ohio. The com
pany had an $800,000 contract to build dock 
facilities at Joppa. 

Both Scott and Edgar M. (Cap) Stephens, 
a Cairo, Ill., contractor, set the stage for tes
timony about the big conspiracy-the alle
gation that Dale and Bateman attempted to 
extort the $1,030,000 from Ebasco Services
by testifying about payoffs of $7,500 and 
$2,916 they made to Dale. 

The witnesses said Dale told them the 
customary way of doing business with labor 
in southern Illinois was by paying off at the 
rate of 1 percent of the contract. 

CONFERENCE IN CAIRO 
The Government then presented witnesses 

who testified about a conference at the Em
bassy Club in Cairo, attended l;Jy Dale, Bate
man and representatives of Ebasco Services 
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and E'lectric Energy, Inc., a utility combine 
for whom the Joppa plant was constructed. 

They said that Dale made it known, 
through implied threats and innuendo, that 
the only way Ebasco could finish building 
the $197 million Joppa plant was to pay off. 
The $1,030,000 figure was presented as being 
1 percent of the estimated contract at that 
time. Costs soared after that and additional 
facilities were constructed. 

Officials of the two big companies said 
they decided against meet ing the shakedown 
demand. A series of work stoppages, most of 
them caused by jurisdictional disputes 
among unions, had already begun when the 
meeting with Dale took place August 20, 
H'.31. 

The work stoppages continued until more 
than 40 had occurred. In July 1953 Electric 
Energy, Inc., took the construction contract 
away from Ebasco Services and . turned it 
over to the Bechtel Corp . of San Francisco. 

Dale wielded the · greatest power of any 
labor leader in charge of providing workmen 
for the Joppa plant. In J anuary 1951 he 
was placed in charge of a pool of 38,000 com
mon laborers and had the responsibility of 
channeling them into work constructing not 
only Joppa, but two associated plants, the 
atomic-energy gas'Elous diffusion plant at 
Paducah, Ky., and the TVA power· plant at 
Shawnee, Ky. 

He had made his weight felt in downstate 
labor and political circles since 1938 when 
he became president of the laborers' South
ern Illinois District Council. This gave him 
jurisdiction over 19 Illinois and 4 Kentucky 
counties. 

Bateman was one of Dale's close associ
ates at Joppa. In November 1951 he was 
elected head of a business agents' council 
set up to rule on jurisdictional disputes. 
'I'he council's actions had li-:.tle effect on 
halting the work stoppages however. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message. fr.om the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 
agreed to the report of the . committee 
of conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 3828) 
to adjust the salaries of judges of 
United States courts, United States at
torneys, Members of Congress, and for 
other purposes. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 

. executive business. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PAs
TORE in the chair) laid before the Sen
ate messages from the President of the 
United States submitting sundry nomi
nations, which were referred to the ap
propriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 
· By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on 

Armed Services: · 
Maj. Gen. Laurin Lyman Williams, 

United States Army, for appointment as 

Comptroller of "the Army, with the rank of 
lieutenant general, and as lieutenant gen
eral in the Army of the United States; 

Lt. Gen. Anthony Clement McAuliffe, Army 
of the United States (major general, U. S. 
Army), for appointment as commander in 
chief, United States Army, Europe, with the 
rank of general, and as general in the Army 
of the United States; and 

Rear Adm. James S. Russell, United States 
Navy, to be Chief of the Bureau of Aero
nautics in the Department of the Navy. 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL, from the Commit
tee on Armed Services: 

Trevor Gardner, of California, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force. 

By Mr. HILL, from the Committee on La
bor and Public Welfare: 

Boyd Leedom, of South Dakota, to be a 
member of the National Labor Relations 
Board, vice Albert Cummins Beeson, term 
expired. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMIT
TEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, from the 
Committee on Armed Services I report 
favorably a group of 15,684 nominations, 
consisting of 692 routine nominations in 
the Army and Air Force in the grades of 
Major and below, and 14,992 routine 
nominations in the Navy and Marine 
Corps in the grades of captain and be
low. Since these names have already 
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
in order to save the expense of printing · 
on the executive calendar of this large 
group, it is requested that these nom~ 
ina tions be ordered to lie on the Vice 
President's desk for the information of 
any Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
nomination will lie on the desk, as re
quested by the Senator from North 
Carolina. 

CONVENTIONS WITH JAPAN AND 
BELGIUM RELATING TO TAXES 
ON INCOME, ESTATES, INHERI
TANCES, GIFTS, AND SUCCESSION 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr . . President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate as 
in Committee of the Whole, proceed to 
the consideration of Executive D, Exec
utive E, and Executive G, 83d Congress, 
2d session. The first two are conven
tions with Japan and Executive G is a 
convention with Belgium. They are all 
similar, and I ask unanimous consent 
that they be considered en bloc. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
have no objection to having the three 
treaties considered and discussed to
gether, inasmuch as they all deal with 
the general subject of double taxation, 
and so forth. However, in conformity· 
with our prior understanding in the Sen
ate, I believe, so far as the actual ratifi
cation of the treaties is concerned, there 
should be a separate yea-and-nay vote 
on each convention. With that under
standing, I have no objection to their 
being considered and -discussed at the 
same time. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. My unanimous-con
sent request was only that they be con
sidered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PAs
TORE in the chair). Is there objection to 
the request of the Senator from Ken
tucky?_ 

- There being no objection, the Senate, 
as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded 
to consider the following conventions: 
CONVENTION WITH JAPAN RELATING TO TAXES 

ON INCOME 

Executive D, 83 Congress, 2d session, 
convention with Japan relating to taxes 
on income, signed at Washington on 
April 16, 1954, which was read the second 
time, as follows: 
CONVENTION BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF 

AMERICA AND JAPAN FOR THE AVOIDANCE OF 

DOUBLE TAXATION AND THE PREVENTION OF 
FISCAL EvASION WITH RESPECT TO TAXES ON 
INCOME 

The Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of Ja-pan, de
siring to conclude a Convention for the 
avoidance of double taxation and the preven
tion of fiscal evasion with respect to taxes 
on income, have appointed for that purpose 
as their respective Plenipotentiaries: 

The Government of the United States of 
America: 

Mr. Walter Bedell Smith, Acting Secretary 
of State of the United States of America, and 

The Government of Japan: 
Mr. Sadao Iguchi, Ambassador Extraordi

nary and Plenipotentiar-y of Japan to the 
United States of America, 
who, having communicated to one another 
their respective full powers, found in good 
and due form, have agreed upon the follow
ing Articles: 

ARTICLE I 

( 1) The taxes referred to in the present 
Convention are: 
_ (a) In the case of the United States of 

1\,merica: The Federal income -taxes, includ- . 
ing surtaxes. 

(b) In the case of Japan: The income tax 
and the corporation tax. 

(2) The present Convention shall also ap-. 
ply to any other tax on income or profits 
which has a character substantially similar 
to those referred to in paragraph (1) of this 
Article and which may be imposed by either 
contracting State after the date of signature 
of the present Convention. 

ARTICLE II 

(1) As used in the present Convention: 
(a) The term "United States" means the 

United States of America, and when used in 
a geographical sense means the States, the 

_ Territories of Alaska and Hawaii, and the 
District of Columbia. 

(b) The term "Japan", when used in a 
geographical sense, means all the territory 
in which the laws relating to the taxes 
referred to in paragraph (1) (b) of article I 
are enforced. 

(c) The term "permanent establishment" 
means an office, factory, workshop, branch, 
warehouse or other fixed place of business, 
but does not include the casual and tempo
rary use of merely storage facilities. It also 
includes .an agency if the agent has and 
habitually exercises a general authority to 
negotiate and conclude contracts on be
half of an enterprise or has a stock of mer
chandise from which he regularly fills orders 
on its behalf. An enterprise of one of the 
contracting States shall not be deemed to 
have a permanent establishment in the other 
contracting State merely because it carried 
on business dealings in such other State 
through a bona fide commission agent, 
broker, custodian or other independent 
agent acting in the ordinary courses of his 
business as such. The fact that an enter
prise of one of the contracting States main
tains in the other contracting State a fixed 
place of business exclusively for the pur
chase for such enterprise of goods or mer
chandise shall not of itself constitute such 
fixed place of business a permanent estab
lishment of such enterprise. The fact that 
a corporation of one of the contracting 
States has a subsidiary corporation which 
is a corporation of the other cont1·acting 
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State or which is engaged in trade or busi
ness in the other contracting State shall not 
of itself constitute that subsidiary corpora
tion a permanent establishment of its parent 
corporation. 

(d) The term "enterprise of one of the 
contracting . States" means, as the case may 
be, United States enterprise or Japanese en
terprise. 

(e) The term "United States enterprise" 
means an industrial or commercial enterprise 
or undertaking carried on in the United 
States by a resident (including an individual, 
a fiduciary and partnership) of the United 
States or by a United States corporation or 
other entity; and the term "United States 
corporation or other entity" means a corpo
ration or other entity created or organized 
under the law of the United States or of any 
State or Territory of the United States. 

(f) The term "Japanese enterprise" means 
an industrial .or commercial enterprise or 
undertaking carried on in Japan by an in
dividual resident in Japan or by a Japanese 
corporation or other entity; and the term 
"Japanese corporation or other entity" 
means a corporation or other association 
having juridical personality, or a partner
ship or other association without juridical 
personality, created or organized under the 
laws of Japan. 

(g) The term "tax" means those taxes 
referred to in paragraph (1) (a) or (b) of 
Article I, as the con text requires. 

(h) The term "competent authorities" 
means, in the case of the United States, the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue as au
thorized by the Secretary of the Treasury; 
and, in the case of Japan, the Minister of 
Finance or his authorized representative. 

(1) The term "industrial or commercial 
profits" includes manufacturing, mercantile, 
agricultural, fishing, mining, financial and 
insurance profits, but does not include in
come in the form of dividends, interest, rents 
or royalties, or remuneration for personal 
services. 

(2) In the application of the provisions of 
the present Convention by either contract
ing State any term not otherwise. defined 
shall, unless the context otherwise requires, 
have the meaning which such term has un
der the laws of such State relating to the 
tax. 

ARTICLE III 

(1) An enterprise of one of the contract
ing States shall not be subject to the tax 
of the other contracting State in respect of 
its industrial or commercial profits unless it 
has a permanent establishment situated in 
such other State. If it has such permanent 
establishment such other State may impose 
its tax upon the entire income of such enter
prise from sources within such other State. 

(2) In determining the tax of one of the 
contracting States no account shall be taken 
of the mere purchase of merchandise therein 
by an enterprise of the other contracting 
State. 

(3) Where an enterprise of one of the 
contracting States has a permanent estab
lishment situated in the other contracting 
State, there shall be attributed to such per
manent establishment the industrial or com
mercial profits which it might be expected 
to derive if it were an independent enter
prise engaged in the same or similar activi
ties under the same or similar conditions 
and dealing on an independent basis with 
the enterprise of which it is a permanent 
establishment. 

( 4) In determining the industrial or com
mercial profits of a permanent establishment 
there shall be allowed as deductions all ex
penses wherever incurred, reasonably allo
cabie to such permanent establishment, in
cluding executive and general administra
tive expenses so allocable. 

(5) The competent authorities of both con
tracting States may, consistent with other 
provisions of the present Convention, ar-

range detalls for the apportionment of in
dustrial or commercial profits. 

ARTICLE IV 

VJ'here an enterprise of one of the con
tracting States, by reason of its participa
tion in the management or the financial 
structure of an enterprise of the other con
tracting State, makes with or imposes on the 
latter enterprise, in their commercial or 
financial relations, conditions different from 
those which would be made with an inde
pendent enterprise, any profits which would 
normally have been allocable to one of the 
enterprises, but by reason of such conditions 
have not been so allocated, may be included 
in the profits of such enterprise and taxed 
accordingly. 

ARTICLE V 

(1) Notwithstanding the provisions of Ar
ticle III and Article IV of the present Con
vention, income which an enterprise of one 
of the contracting States derives from the 
operation of ships or aircraft registered 

(a) in such State, or 
(b) in a third country which exempts (A) 

such enterprise, and (B) an enterprise of the 
other contracting State, from its tax on earn
ings derived from the operation of ships or 
aircraft, as the case may be, registered in the 
respective States, 
shall be exempt from the tax of such other 
contracting State. 

(2) The present Convention shall not be 
construed to affect the arrangement between 
the Government of the United States and 
the Government of Japan providing for re
lief from double taxation on shipping profits 
effected by the exchange of notes at wash
ington dated March 31, 1926 and June 8, 
1926. 

ARTICLE VI 

The rate of tax imposed by one of the con
tracting States on interest on bonds, securi
ties, notes, debentures or any other form of 
indebtedness (including mortgages or bonds 
secured by real property) received from 
sources within such State by a resident or 
corporation or other entity of the other con
tracting State not having a permanent es
tablishment in the former State shall not 
exceed 15 percent. 

ARTICLE VII 

The rate of tax imposed by one of the con
tracting States on royalties and other 
amounts received as consideration for the 
right to use copyrights, artistic and scien
tific works, patents, designs, secret processes 
and formulae, trade-marks and other like 
property (including in such royalties and 
other amounts, rentals and like payments in 
respect of motion-picture films or for the 
use of industrial, commercial, or scientific 
equipment) from sources within such State 
by a resident or corporation or other entity 
of the other contracting State not having a 
permanent establishment in the former 
State shall not exceed 15 percent. 

ARTICLE VIII 

A resident or corporation or other entity of 
one of the contracting States deriving 

(a) income from real property (including 
gains derived from the sale or exchange of 
such property, but not including interest 
from mortgages or bonds secured by real 
property), or . 

(b) royalties in respect of the operation of 
mines, quarries or other natural resources 
situated within the other contracting State 
may elect, for any taxable year, to be sub
ject to the tax of such other State on a net 
basis as if such resident or corporation or 
other entity had a permanent establishment 
in such other State during such taxable year. 

ARTICLE IX 

An individual resident of one of the con
tracting States shall be exempt from the tax 
of the other contracting State upon com
pensation for labor or personal services (in
cluding the practice of liberal professions) 

performed in such other State in any tax
able year if such resident is temporarily 
present in such other State: 

(a) for a period or periods not exceeding 
a total of 180 days during such taxable year 
and his compensation is received for such 
labor or personal services performed as an 
officer or employee of a resident or corpora
tion or other entity of the former State, or 

(b) for a period or periods not exceeding 
a total of 90 days during such taxable year 
and his compensation received for such labor 
or personal services does not exceed 3,000 
United States dollars, or the equivalent sum 
in yen as computed at the official basic rate 
of exchange in effect at the time such com
pensation is paid. 

ARTICLE X 

(1) (a) Salaries, wages and similar com
pensation paid by the United States to an 
individual who is a citizen of the United 
States (other than an individual who has 
been admitted to Japan for permanent resi
dence therein) shall be exempt from tax by 
Japan. 

(b) Salaries, wages and similar compensa
tion paid by Japan to an individual who is 
a national of Japan (other than an indi
vidual who has been admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence therein) 
shall be exempt from tax by the United 
States. 

(2) The provisions of this article shall not 
apply to salaries, wages, or similar compensa
tion paid in respect of services rendered in 
connection with any trade or business carried 
on by either of the contracting States for 
purposes of profit. 

ARTICLE XI 

A resident of one of the contracting States, 
who, in accordance with agreem•ents between 
the Governments of the contracting States 
or between educational establishments in 
the contracting States for the exchange of 
professors and teachers, or at the invitation 
of the Government of the other contracting 
State or of an educational establishment in 
such other State, temporarily visits such 
other State for the purpose of teaching for a 
period not exceeding two years at a uni
versity, college, school or other educational 
institution in such other State, shall be ex
empt from the tax of such other State on 
his remuneration for such teaching for such 
period. 

ARTICLE Xn 

(1) A resident of one of the contracting 
States who is temporarily present in the 
other contracting State solely as a student 
at a recognized university, college or school 
in such other State, shall be exempt from 
the tax of such other State with respect to 
remittances from abroad (including pay
ments, if any, by his employer abroad). 

(2) A resident of one of the contracting 
States who is a recipient of a grant, allow
ance or award from a religious, charitable, 
scientific, literary or educational organiza
tion of such State and who is temporarily 
present in the other contracting State, shall 
be exempt from the tax of such other State 
on such grant, allowance or award remitted 
from abroad (other than compensation for 
personal services) . 

(3) A resident of one of the contracting 
States who is an employee of, or under con
tract with, an enterprise of such State or an 
organization referred to in paragraph (2) of 
this Article, and who is temporarily present 
in the other contracting State for a period 
not exceeding one year solely to acquire 
technical, professional or business experience 
from a person other than such enterprise or 
organization, shall be exempt from the tax 
of such other State on compensation from 
abroad paid by such enterprise or organiza
tion for his services rendered during such 
period, if the amount of compensation paid 
by such enterprise or organization for his 
services during such period, when computed 
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on the annual' basis, does ·.not exceed 6,000 
United States dollars, or the equivalent sum 
in yen as computed at the official basic rate 
of exchange in effect at the time such com
pensation is paid. 

ARTICLE X.III 

For the purpose of the present Convention: 
(a) Dividends paid by a corporation of 

one of the contracting States shall be treated 
as income from sources within such State. 

(b) Interest paid by one of the contract
ing States including local Government 
thereof or by an enterprise of one of the 
contracting States not having a permanent 
establishment in the other contracting State 
shall be treated as income from sources with
in the former State. 

(c) Gains, profits and income derived 
from the purchase and sale of personal prop
erty shall be treated as derived from the 
country in which such property is sold. . 

(d) Gains, profits and income derived 
from the sale by a taxpayer in one of the 
contracting States of goods manufactured in 
the other contracting State in whole or in 
part by such taxpayer shall be treated as 
derived in part from the country in which 
manufactured and in part from the country 
in which sold, and to the extent such gains, 
profits and income are not allocable under 
other provisions of the present Convention 
they shall be allocated between both con
tracting States in accordance with such tax
payer's relative sales and property in the 
respective countries. 

(e) Income from real property (including 
gains derived from the sale or exchange of 
such property, but not including interest 
from mortgages or bonds secured by real 
property) and royalties in respect of the 
operation of mines, quarries, or other natural 
resources shall be treated as income derived 
from the country in which such real prop
erty, mines, quarries or other natural re
sources are situated. 

(f) Compensation for labor or personal 
services (including the practice of liberal 
professions) shall be treated as income from 
sources within the count ry where are ren
dered the services for which such compen
sation is paid. 

(g) Royalties for using, or for the right to 
use, in one of the contracting States, patents. 
copyrights, designs, trademarks and like 
property shall be treated as income from 
sources within such State. 

ARTICLE XIV 

It is agreed that double taxation shall be 
avoided in the following manner: 

(a) The United States, in determining the 
tax of its citizens, residents or corporations 
or other entities may, regardless of any other 
provision of the present Convention, include 
in the basis upon which such tax is imposed 
all items of income taxable under the reve
nue laws of the United States as if the 
present Convention had not come into effect. 
The United States shall, however, subject to 
the provisions of section 131 of the Internal 
Revenue Code as in effect on the first day of 
January 1954, deduct from its tax the amount 
of the tax of Japan. In determining ·the 
credit under the said section 131 of the In
ternal Revenue Code, any interest received 
from an enterprise of the United States with 
a permanent establishment in Japan shall be 
treated as income from sources within Japan 
to the extent so treated under the laws of 
Japan, if the debt with respect to which such 
interest is paid is made in connection with 
the business of such permanent establish
ment of such enterprise. 

(b) Japan, in determining the tax of its 
residents or corporations or other entities 
may, regardless of any other provision of the 
present Convention, include in the basis upon 
which such tax is imposed all items of in
come taxable under the tax laws of Japan 
as if the present Convention had not come 
into effect. Japan shall, however, deduct 
from its tax so calculated the amount of the 

tax of the United States upon income from 
sources within the United States and in
cluded for the taxes of both contracting 
States, but in an amount not exceeding that 
proportion of the tax of Japan which such 
income bears to the entire income subject to 
the tax of Japan. 

(c) In determining the taxes of the con
tracting States of a recipient, who is a citi
zen, resident or corporation or other entity 
of the United States, of a dividend from a 
Japanese corporation, in so far as the tax of 
Japan imposed on income or profits of a cor
poration out of which a d ividend is paid is 
deemed under the tax laws of Japan to have 
been imposed on a recipient of such divi
dend: 

(i) The United States shall deem that such 
recipient has paid with respect to such divi
dend the tax of Japan in an amount equal to 
25 percent of the amount of such dividend, 
and deduct, under the provisions of para
graph (a) of this Article, from its tax the 
amount of the tax of Japan so deemed to have 
been paid provided the recipient includes in 
gross income the amount of tax thus deemed 
to have been paid, and 

(ii) Japan shall impose with respect to 
such dividend received by such recipient (ex
cept as such recipient is a resident of or has 
a perma.nent establishment in Japan) no tax 
other than the tax imposed on income or 
profits of the corporation out of which such 
dividend is paid. 

ARTICLE XV 

( 1) Organizations organized under the 
laws of Japan and operated exclusively for 
religious, charitable, scientific, literary or 
educational purposes shall, to the extent and 
subject to conditions provided in the United 
States Internal Revenue Code, be exempt 
from the tax of the United States. 

(2) Organizations organized under the 
laws of the United States and operated ex
clusively for religious, charitable, scientific, 
literary or educational purposes shall , to the 
extent and subject to conditions provided in 
the tax laws of Japan, be exempt from the 
tax of Japan. 

ARTICLE XVI 

( 1) There shall be allowed, for the pur
poses of the tax of the United States, in the 
case of a resident of Japan who is a non
resident of the United States (other than an 
officer or employee of the Government of 
Japan), in addition to the exemption pro
vided in section 214 of the United States In
ternal Revenue Code as in effect on the first 
day of January 1954, a credit against net 
income, subject to the conditions prescribed 
in section 25 of the Internal Revenue Code 
as in effect on the said date, for the spouse 
of the taxpayer and for each child of the 
the taxpayer who are present in the United 
States and residing with him in the United 
States at any time during the taxable year, 
but such additional credit shall not exceed 
that proportion thereof which the taxpay
er's gross income from sources within the 
United States fo~ the taxpayer 's taxable year 
bears to his en tire income from all sources 
for the fiscal or calendar year in which ends 
such taxable year. 

(2) For the purposes of the tax of Japan, 
there shall be allowed in the case of a citizen 
of the United States who is a resident of 
Japan the same exemptiops for a dependent 
of dependents as those granted to a national 
of Japan who is a resident of Japan. 

ARTICLE ·xvii 
(1) The competent authorities of both 

contracting States shall exchange such infor
mation available under the respective tax 
laws of both contracting States as is neces
sary for carrying out the provisions of the 
present Convention or for the prevention of 
fraud or for the administration of statutory 
provisions against tax avoidance in relation 
to the tax. Any information so exchanged 
shall be treated as secret and shall not be 

disclosed to any person other than those, in .. 
eluding a court, concerned with the assess .. 
ment and collection of the tax 6r the de .. 
termination of appeals in relation thereto. 
No information shall be exchanged which 
would disclose any trade, business, indus
trial or professional secret or any trade 
process. 

(2) Each of the contracting States may 
collect the tax imposed by the other con
tracting State (as though such tax were the 
tax of the former State) as will ensure that 
the exemptions, reduced rates of tax or any 
other benefit granted under the present Con
vention by such other State shall not be en .. 
joyed by persons not entitled to such 
benefits. 

ARTICLE XVIII 

Where a taxpayer shows proof that the 
action of the tax authorities of either con
tracting State has resulted, or will result, in 
double taxation contrary to the provisions 
of the present Convention, he shall be en
titled to present the facts to the competent 
authorities of the contracting State of which 
he is a national or a resident, or, if the 
taxpayer is a corporation or other entity, 
to those of the contracting State under the 
laws of which it is created or organized. 
Should the taxpayer's claim be deemed 
worthy of consideration, the competent au
thorities of such State to which the facts 
are so presented shall undertake to come to 
an agreement with the competent authori
ties of the other contracting State with a 
view to equitable avoidance of the double 
taxation in question. 

ARTICLE XIX 

(1) The provisions of the present Conven
tion shall not be construed to deny or affect 
in any manner the right of diplomatic and 
consular officers to other or additional 
exemptions now enjoyed or which may here
after be granted to such officers. 

(2) The provisions of the present Conven
tion shall not be construed to restrict in any 
manner any exemption, deduction, credit or 
other allowance now or hereafter accorded 
by the laws of one of the contracting States 
in determining the tax of such State. 

(3) Should any difficulty or doubt arise as 
to the interpretation or application of the 
present Convention, or its relationship to 
Conventions between one of the contracting 
States and any other State, the competent 
authorities of the contracting States may 
settle the question by mutual agreement; it 
being understood, however, that this provi
sion shall not be construed to preclude the 
contracting States from settling by negotia
tion any dispute arising under the present 
Convention. 

(4) The competent authorities of both 
contracting States may prescribe regulations 
necessary to interpret and carry out the pro
visions of the present Convention and may 
communicate with each other directly for 
the purpose of giving effect to the provisions 
of the present Gonvention. 

ARTICLE XX 

(1) The present Convention shall be rati
fied and the instruments of ratification shall 
be exchanged at Tokyo as soon as possible. 

(2) The present Convention shall enter 
into force on the date of exchange of instru
ments of ratification and shall be applicable 
to income or profits derived during the taxa
ble years beginning on or after the first day 
of January of the calendar year in which 
such exchange takes place. 

(3) Either of the contracting States may 
terminate the present Convention at any 
time after a period of five years shall have 
expired from the date on which the present 
Convention enters into force, by giving to 
the other contracting State notice of termi
nation, provided that such notice is given 
on or before the 30th day of June and, in 
such event, the present Convention shall 
cease to be effective for the taxable years be-
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ginning on or after the first day of January 
of the calendar year next following that in 
which such notice is given. 

In witness whereof, the undersigned Pleni
potentiaries have signed the present Con
vention. 

Done at Washington, in duplicate, in the 
English and Japanese languages, each text 
having equal authenticity, this sixteenth day 
of April, 1954. 

For the United States of America: 
WALTER BEDELL SMITH. 

For Japan: 
S . IGUCHI. 

EMBASSY OF JAPAN, 
Washington, D. C., April 16, 1954. 

The Honorable WALTER BEDELL SMITH, 
Acting Secretary of State, 

Washington, D. C. 
SIR: In proceeding today to the signa

ture of the Convention between Japan and 
the United States of America for the Avoid
ance of Double Taxation and the Prevention 
of Fiscal Evasion with respect to Taxes on 
Income, I have the honor to enclose here
with, for the purpose Of future reference, a 
memorandum confirming an understanding 
in regard to the interpretation of certain 
prov'isions of that Convention. I shall ap
preciate receiving from you an acknowledg
ment and confirmation of this statement of 
the understanding. 

Accept, Sir, the assurances of my highest 
consideration. 

(Enclosure: Memorandum.) 
MEMORANDUM 

S. IGUCHI. 

It is understood that in the application of 
Article XIV and Articles XI and XII of 
the Convention between Japan and the 
United States of America for the Avoidance 
of Double Taxation and the Prevention of 
Fiscal Evasion with respect to Taxes on 
Income 

(1) the provisions of Article XIV shall not 
be construed to deny the exemptions from 
the Japanese tax or the United States tax, 
as the case may be, granted by Article X ( 1), 
Article XI and Article XII; 

(2) neither of the contracting States shall 
be precluded from taxing its own nationals 
or citizens with respect to income coming 
within Article XI or Article XII. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D. C ., April 16, 1954. 

His Excellency SADAO IGUCHI, 
Ambassador of Japan. 

EXCELLENcY: I have the honor to acknowl
edge the receipt of your note dated today 
and to confirm the understanding, as set 
forth in the memorandum enclosed with 
that note, in regard to an interpretation of 
certain provisions of the Convention Between 
the United States of America and Japan 
for the Avoidance of Double Taxation and 
the Prevention of Fiscal Evasion with respect 
to Taxes on Income, signed today. 

Accept, Excellency, the assurances of my 
-highest consideration. 

WALTER BEDELL SMITH, 
Acting Secretary of State. 

CONVENTION WITH JAPAN RELATING TO TAXES ON 
ESTATES, INHERITANCES, AND GIFTS 

Executive E, 83d Congress,. 2d session, 
Convention with Japan relating to taxes 
on estates, inheritances, and gifts, which 
was read the second time, as follows: 
CONVENTION BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF 

AMERICA AND JAPAN FOR THE AVOIDANCE OF 
DoUBLE TAXATION AND THE PREVENTION OF 
FISCAL EVASION WITH RESPECT TO TAXES ON 
ESTATES, INHERITANCES AND GIFTS 
The Government of the United States of 

America and the Government of Japan, de
siring to conclude a Convention for the 
a voidance of double taxation and the preven-

tion of fiscal evasion with respect to taxes on 
estates, inheritances, and gifts, have ap
pointed for that purpose as their respective 
Plenipotentiaries: 

The Government of the United States of 
America: 

Mr. Walter Bedell · Smith, Acting Secretary 
of State of the United States of America, and 

The Government of Japan: 
Mr. Sadao Iguchi, Ambassador Extraordi

nary and Plenipotentiary of Japan to the 
United States of America, 
who, having communicated to one another 
their respective full powers, found in good 
and due form, have agreed upon the follow
ing Articles: 

ARTICLE I 

( 1) The taxes referred to in the present 
Convention are: 

(a) In the case of the United States of 
America: The Federal estate and gift taxes. 

(b) In the case of Japan: The inheritance 
tax (including the gift tax). 

(2) The present Convention shall also ap- · 
ply to any other tax on estates, inheritances 
or gifts which has a character substantially 
similar to those referred to in paragraph ( 1) 
of this Article and which may be imposed by 
either contracting State after the date of 
signature of the present Convention. 

ARTICLE II 
( 1) As used in the present Convention: 
(a) The term "United States" means the 

United States of America, and when used in 
a geographical sense means the States, the 
Territories of Alaska and Hawaii, and the 
District of Columbia. 

(b) The term "Japan", when used in a 
geographical sense, means all the territory 
in which the laws relating to the tax re
ferred to in paragraph (1) (b) of Article I 
are enforced. 

(c) The term "tax" means those taxes re
ferred to in paragraph (1) (a) or (b) of 
Article I, as the context requires. 

(d) The term "competent authorities" 
means, in the case of the United States, the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue as au
thorized by the Secretary of the Treasury; 
and, in the case of Japan, the Minister of 
Finance or his authorized representative. 
- (2) In the application of the provisions 
of the present Convention by either con
tracting State any term not otherwise de
fined shall, unless the context otherwise 
requires, have the meaning which such term 
has under the laws of such State relating to 
the tax. 

(3) For the purposes of the present Con
vention, each contracting State may deter
mine in accordance with its laws whether 
a decedent at the time of his death or a 
beneficiary of a decedent's estate at the time 
of such decedent's death, or a donor at the 
time of the gift or a beneficiary of a gift at 
the time of the gift, was domiciled therein 
or a national thereof. 

ARTICLE III 
(1) If a decedent at the time of his death 

or a donor at the time of the gift was a 
national of or domiciled in the United 
States, or if a beneficiary of a decedent's 
estate at the time of such decedent's death 
or a beneficiary of a gift at the time of the 
gift was domiciled in Japan, the situs at the 
time of the transfer of any of the following 
property or property rights shall, for the 
purpose of the imposition of the tax and for 
the purpose of the credit authorized by 
Article V, be determined exclusively in ac
cordance with the following rules: 

(a) Immovable property or rights therein 
(not including any property for which spe
cific provision is otherwise made in this 
Article) shall be deemed to be situated at 
the place where the land involved is located. 

(b) Tangible movable property (including 
cuiTency and any other form of money 
recognized as legal tender in the place of 
issue and excepting such property for which 

specific provision is otherwise made in this 
Article) shall be deemed to be situated at 
the place where such property is physically 
located, or, if in transitu, at the place of 
destination. 

(c) Debts (including bonds, promissory 
notes, bills of exchange, bank deposits and 
insurance, except bonds or other negotiable 
instruments in bearer form and such debts 
for which specific provision is otherwise 
made in this Article) shall be deemed to be 
situated at the place where the debtor re-
sides. · 

(d) Shares or stock in a corporation shall 
be deemed to be situated at the place under 
the laws of which such corporation was ere
a ted or organized. 

(e) Ships and aircraft shall be deemed to 
be situated at the place where they are 
registered. 

(f) Goodwill as a trade, business or pro
fessional asset shall be deemed to be situ
ated at the place where the trade, business 
or profession to which it pertains is carried 
on. 
· (g) Patents, trade-marks, utility models 
and designs shall be deemed to be situated 
at the place where they are registered (or 
used in case they are not registered) . 

(h) Copyrights, franchises, rights to ar
tistic and scientific works and rights or li
censes to use any copyrighted material, ar
tistic and scientific works, patents, trade• 
marks, utility models or designs shall be 
deemed to be situated at the place where 
they are exercisable. 

(i) Mining or quarrying rights or mining 
leases shall be deemed to be situated at the 
place of such mining or quarrying. 

(j) Fishing rights shall be deemed to be 
situated in the country in whose govern
ment's jurisdiction such rights are exercis
able. 

(k) Any property for which provision is 
not hereinbefore made shall be deemed to 
be situated in accordance with the laws of 
the contracting State imposing the tax sole
ly by reason of the situs of property within 
such State, but if neither of the contracting 
States imposes the tax solely by reason of 
the situs of property therein, then any such 
property shall be deemed to be situated in 
accordance with the laws of each contracting 
State. 

(2) The application of the provisions of 
paragraph ( 1) of this Article shall be limited 
to the particular property, and any portion 
thereof, which without such provisions 
would be subjected to the taxes of both con
tracting States or would be so subjected ex
cept for a specific exemption. 

ARTICLE IV 
Where one of the contracting States im

poses the tax solely by reason of the situs of 
property within such State, in the case of a 
decedent who at the time of his death, or of 
a donor who at the time of the gift, was a 
national of or domiciled in the United States, 
or in the case of a beneficiary of a decedent's 
estate who at the time of such decedent's 
death, or a beneficiary of a gift who at the 
time of the gift, was domiciled in Japan, the 
contracting State so imposing the tax: 

(a) shall allow a specific exemption which 
would be applicable under its laws if the 
decedent, donor, or beneficiary, as the case 
may be, had been a national of or domiciled 
in such State, in an amount not less than 
the proportion thereof which (A) the value 
of the property, situated according to Article 
III in such State and subjected to the taxes 
of both contracting States or which would 
be so subjected except for a specific exemp

.tion, bears to (B) the value of the total 
property which would be subjected to the 
tax of such State if such decedent, donor, or 
beneficiary had been a national of or domi
ciled in such State; and 

(b) shall (except for the purpose of sub
paragraph (a) of this paragraph and for the 
purpose of any other pro.J?ortional allowance 
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otherwise provided) take no -account of prop
erty situated according to Article III outside 
such State in determining the amount of 
the tax. 

ARTICLE V 

(1) Where either contracting State im
poses the tax by reason of the nationality 
thereof or the domicile therein of a decedent 

. or a donor or a beneficiary of a decedent's 
estate or of a gift, such State shall allow 
against its tax (computed without applica
tion of this Article) a credit for the tax im
posed by the other contracting State with 
respect to property situated at the time of 
the transfer in such other State and included 
for the taxes of both States (but the amount 
of the credit shall not exceed that portion of 
the tax imposed by the crediting State which 
is attributable to such property). The pro
visions of this paragraph shall not apply with 
respect to any property referred to in para
graph (2) of this Article. 

(2) Where each contracting State imposes 
the tax by reason of the nationality thereof 
or the domicile therein of a decedent or a. 
donor or a beneficiary, with respect to any 
property situated at the time of the transfer 
outside both contracting States (or deemed 
by each contracting State to be situated in 
its territory, or deemed by one contracting 
State to be situated in either contracting 
State and deemed by the other con~racting 
State to be situated outside both contract
ing · States or deemed by each contracting 
State to be situated in the other contracting 
State) , each contracting State shall allow 
against its tax (computed without applica
tion of this Article) a credit for a part of 
the tax imposed by the other contracting 
State attributable to such property. The 
total of the credits authorized by this para
graph shall be equal to the amount of the 
tax imposed with respect to such property by 
the- contracting State imposing the -smaller 
amount of the tax with respect to such prop
erty, and shall be divided between both con
tracting States in proportion to the amount 
of the tax imposed by each contracting 
State with respect to such property. 

(3) The credit authorized by this Article, 
1f applicable, shall be in lieu of any credit 
.for the same tax authorized by the laws of 
the crediting State, the credit applicable for 
the particular tax being either credit au
thorized by this Article or cretlit authorized 
by such laws, whichever is the greater. For 
the purposes of this Article, the amount of 
the tax of each contracting State attribut
able to any designated property shall be as
certained after taking into account any ap
plicable diminution or credit against its tax 
with respect to such property (other than 
any credit under paragraph (1) or (2) of this 
Article) , provided, however, in case another 
credit for the tax of any other foreign State 
is allowable with respect to the same prop
erty pursuant to any other Convention be
tween the crediting State under the present 
Convention and such other foreign State, 
or pursuant to the laws of the crediting 
State, the total of such credits shall not 
exceed the amount of tax of the crediting 
-state attributable to such property com
puted before allowance of such credits. 

(4) Credit against the tax of one of the 
contracting States for the tax of the other 
contracting State shall be allowed under this 
Article only where both such taxes have been 
simultaneously imposed at the time of a 
decedent's death or at the time of a gift. 

( 5) No credit resulting from the applica
tion of this Article shall be allowed after 
more than five years from the due date of 
the tax against which credit would otherwise 
be allowed, unless claim therefor was filed 
within such five-year period. Any refund 
resulting from the application of this Article 
shall tie made without payment of interest 
on the· amount so refunded, unless otherwise 
specifically authorized by the crediting State. 

(6) ·Credit against the tax of one of the 
contracting States shall not be finally al
lowed for the tax of the other contracting 
State until the latter tax (reduced by credit 
authorized under this Article, if any) has 
been paid. 

ARTICLE VI 

(1) The competent authorities of both 
contracting States shall exchange such in
formation available under the respective tax 
laws of both contracting States as is neces
sary for carrying out the provisions of the 
present Convention or for the prevention of 
fraud or for the administration of statutory 
provisions against tax avoidance in relation 
to the tax. Any information so exchanged 
shall be treated as secret and shall not be 
disclosed to any person other than those, 
including a court, concerned with the assess
ment and collection of the tax or the deter
mination of appeals in relation thereto. No 
information shall be exchanged which would 
disclose any trade, business, industrial or 

. professional secret or any trade process. 
(2) Each of the contracting States may 

collect the tax imposed by the other con
tracting State (as though such tax were the 
tax of the former State) as will ensure that 
the credit or any other benefit granted under 
the present Convention by such other State 
shall not be enjoyed by persons not entitled 
to such benefits. 

ARTICLE VII 

Where a representative of the estate of a 
decedent or a beneficiary of such estate or a 
donor or a beneficiary of a gift shows proof 
that the action of the tax authorities of 
either contracting State has resulted, or will 
result, in double taxation contrary to the 
provisions of. the present Convention, such 
representative, donor or beneficiary shall be 
entitled to present the facts to the compe
tent authorities of the contracting State of 
which the decedent was a national at the 
time of his death or of which the donor or 
beneficiary is a national, or if the decedent 
was not a national of either of the contract
ing States at the time of his death or if the 
donor or the beneficiary is not a national of 
either of the contracting States, to the com
petent authorities of the contracting State 
in which the decedent was domiciled or resi
dent at the time of his death or in which 
the donor or beneficiary is domiciled or resi
dent. Should the claim be deeemed worthy 
of consideration, the competent authorities 
of such State to which the facts are so pre
sented shall undertake to come to an agree
ment with the competent authorities of the 
other contracting State with a view to equi
table avoidance of the double taxation in 
question. 

A~TICLE VIII 

(1) The provisons of the present Conven
tion shall not be construed to deny or affect 
in any manner the right of diplomatic and 
consular officers to other or additional ex
emptions now enjoyed or which may here
after be granted to such officers. 

(2) The provisions of the present Conven
tion shall not be construed so as to increase 
the tax imposed by either contracting State. 

(3) Should any difficulty or doubt arise 
as to the interpretation or application of the 
present Convention, or its relationship- to 
Conventions between one of the contracting 
States and any other State, the competent 
authorities of the contracting States may 
settle the question by mutual agreement; 
it being understood, however, that this pro
vision shall not be construed to preclude the 
contracting States from settling by nego
tiation any dispute arising under the present 
·convention. 

(4} The competent authorities of both 
contracting States may prescribe regulations 
necessary to interpret and carry out the pro
visions of the present Convention and may 
communicate with each other directly for 

the purpose -of· giving -effect to the -provisions 
of the present Convention. · 

ARTICLE IX 

(1) The present Convention shall be rati
fied and the instruments of ratification shall 
be exchanged at Tokyo as soon as possible. 

(2) The present Convention shall enter 
into force on the date of exchange of in
struments of ratification and shall be appli
cable to estates or inheritances in the ca_se 
of persons who die on or after the date of 
such exchange and to gifts made on or after 
that date. 

(3) Either of the contracting States may 
terminate the present Convention at any 
time after a period of five years shall have 
expired from the date on which the Conven
tion enters into force, by giving to the other 
contracting State notice of termination, pro
vided that such notice is given on or before 
the 30th day of June and, in such event, 
the present Convention shall cease to be 
effective for the taxable years beginning on 
or after the first day of January of the cal
endar year next following that in which such 
notice is given. 

In witness whereof, the undersigned Pleni
potentiaries have signed the present Con
vention. 

Done at Washington, in duplicate, in the 
English and Japanese languages, each text 
having equal authenticity, this sixteenth day 
of April, 1954. · 

For the United States of America: 
WALTER BEDELL SMITH. 

For Japan: 
S. IGUCHI. 

CONVENTION WITH BELGIUM RELATING TO TAXES 
ON ESTATES AND SUCCESSIONS 

Executive G, 83d Congress, 2d session, 
convention with Belgium relating to 
taxes on estates and successions, signed 
at Washington on May 27, 1954, which 
was read the second time, as follows: 
CONVENTION BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF 

AMERICA AND BELGIUM FOR THE AVOIDANCE 
OF DOUBLE TAXATION AND THE PREVENTION 

OF FISCAL EVASION WITH RESPECT TO TAXES 
ON ESTATES AND SUCCESSIONS 

The Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of Belgium, 
desiring to conclude a Convention for the 
avoidance of double taxation and the pre
vention of fiscal evasion with respect to taxes 
on estates and successions, have appointed 
for that purpose as their respective Pleni
potentiaries: 

The Government of the United States of 
America: 

John Foster Dulles, Secretary of State of 
the United States of America, and 

The Government of Belgium: 
Baron Silvercruys, Ambassador Extraordi

nary and Plenipotentiary of Belgium at 
Washington, · 
who, have "communicated to each other their 
full powers, found in good and due form, 
have agreed upon the following Articles: 

ARTICLE I 

(1) The taxes referred to in this Conven
tion are the following: 

(a) In the case of the United States of 
America: the Federal estate tax, and 

(b) In the case of Belgium: the succes
sion duty and the duty on transfer by death. 

{2) The present Convention shall also 
apply to any other death duties of a sub
stantially similar character imposed by 
either contracting State subsequently to the 
date of signature of the present Convention. 

ARTICLE II 

(1} As used in this Convention: 
(a) The term "United States" means the 

United States. of America, and when used in 
a geographical sense includes only the States, 
the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii, and 
the District of Columbia. 



1955 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 2131 
(b) The term "Belgium" means the King

dom of Belgium, excluding the Colony of 
the Belgian Congo and the territories under 
Belgian mandate. 

(c) The term "tax" means the Federal 
estate tax imposed by the United States, or 
the succession duty or the duty on transfer 
by death imposed by Belgium, as the context 
requires. 

(d) The term "competent authority" 
means, in the case of the United States, the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, as au
thorized by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
and in the case of Belgium, the Directeur 
General de !'Enregistrement et des Domains 
or his duly authorized representative. 

(2) For the purposes of the present Con
vention, the question whether a decedent was 
at the time of his death a national of or 
domiciled in the United States or an inhabit
ant of Belgium, shall ·be determined in ac
cordance with the law in force in such State. 

(3) In the application of the provisions of 
the present Convention by one of the con
tracting States, any term not otherwise de
fined shall, unless the context otherwise re
quires, have the meaning which such term 
has under its own law. 

ARTICLE III 

In the case of the death of a person who 
at the time of his death was a national of 
or domiciled in the United States or an in
habitant of Belgium, the situs of any of the 
following property or property rights shall, 
for the purposes of the imposition of the 
tax, and for the purposes of the credit au
thorized by Article V, be determined ex
clusively in accordance with the following 
rules: 

(a) Real property shall be deemed to be 
situated at the place where the land involved 
is located. The question whether any prop
erty or right in property constitutes real 
property shall be determined in accordance 
with the law of the place where the land in
volved is located. 

(b) Tangible personal property (other 
than such property for which specific pro
vision is hereinafter made) and bank or cur
rency notes and other forms of currency rec
ognized as legal tender in the place of is
sue shall be deemed to be situated at the 
place where such ·property or currency is 
physically located at the tii:ne of death, or, 
if in transitu, at the place of destination. 

(c) Debts (including indemnities, insur
ance and bonds but not including negotiable 
promissory notes, checks and bills of ex
change for which provision is hereinafter 
made) shall be deemed to be situated at the 
place where the debtor resides, or, if the 
debtor is a corporation, at the place in or 
under the laws of which such corporation 
was created or organized. 

(b) Bills of exchange and checks shall be 
deemed to be situated at the place of the 
drawee's residence, and negotiable promis
sory notes at the place of residence of the 
maker. 

(e) Shares or stock in a corporation (in
cluding shares or stock held by a nominee 
where the beneficial ownership is evidenced 
by scrip certificates or otherwise) shall be 
deemed to be situated at the place in or 
under the laws of which such corporation 
was created or organized. 

(f) Ships and aircraft and shares thereof 
shall be deemed to be situated at the place 
of registration or documentation of the ship 
or aircraft. 

(g) Goodw111 as a trade, business or pro
fessional asset shall be deemed to be sit
uated at the place where the trade, business 
or profession to which it pertains is carried 
on. 

(h) Patents, trade-marks and designs shall 
be deemed to be situated at the place where 
they are registered or, if not registered, where 
used. 

(i) Copyrights, franchises , rights to artis
tic and scientific works and rights or licenses 

to use any copyrighted material, artistic and 
scientific works, patents, trade-marks or de
signs shall be deemed to be situated at 
the place where the rights arising therefrom 
are exercisable. 

(j) Rights or causes of action ex delicto 
surviv,ing for the benefit of an estate of a 
decedent shall be deemed to be situated at 
the place where such rights or causes of 
action arose. 

(k) All property other than hereinbefore 
mentioned shall be deemed to be situated in 
the State in which the deceased person was 
domiciled at the time of his death. 

ARTICLE IV 

(1) If the United States imposes tax in 
the case of a decedent who at the time of his 
death was not a national of or domiciled 
therein but was an inhabitant of Belgium, 
the United States: 

(a) shall allow a specific exemption, which 
would be allowable under its law if the dece
dent had been domiciled in the United 
States, in an amount not less than the pro
portion thereof which the value of the prop
erty subjected to its tax bears to the value 
of the property which would have been sub
jected to its tax if the decedent had been 
domiciled in the United States; and 

(b) shall (except for the purpose of sub
paragraph (a) of this paaragraph and for 
the purpose of any other proportionate al
lowance otherwise provided) take no account 
of property situated according to Article III 
outside the United States in determining the 
amount or rate of tax. 

(2) If Belgium imposes a tax in the case 
of a decedent who at the time of his death 
was not an inhabitant thereof but was a 
national of or domiciled in the United States, 
Belgium: 

(a) shall allow n. specific exemption which 
would be a llowable under its law if the dece
dent had been an inhabitant of Belgium, in 
an amount not less than the proportion 
thereof which the value of the property sub
jected to its tax bears to the value of the 
property which would have been subjected 
to its tax if the decedent had been an in
habitant of Belgium; and 

(b) shall (except for the purpose of sub
paragraph (a) of this paragraph and for the 
perpose of any other proportionate allowance 
otherwise provided) take no account of prop
erty situated according to Article III outside 
Belgium in determining the amount or rate 
of tax. 

ARTICLE V 

( 1) If the United States determines that 
the decedent was .a national of or domiciled 
in the United States at the time of his death, 
and Belgium determines that the decedent 
was an inhabitant of Belgium at the time of 
his death, each contracting State shall allow 
against its tax (computed without applica
tion of this Article) a credit for the tax im
posed by the other contracting State with 
respect to property situated in such other 
contracting State and included for tax pur
poses by both States, but the amount of the 
credit shall not exceed the portion of the tax 
imposed by the former State which is at
tributable to such property. The provisions 
of this paragraph shall not apply with re
spect to any property referred to in para· 
graph (2) of this Article. 

(2) If each contracting State imposes tax 
on any property situated outside both con
tracting States (or deemed situated in both 
contracting States), each contracting State 
shall allow against so much of its tax (com
puted without application of this Article) as 
is attributable to such property, a credit 
which bears the same proportion to the 
amount of its tax so attributable or to the 
amount of the other contractin-g State's tax 
attributable to the same property, whichever 
is the less, as the former amount bears to 
the sum of both amounts. 

(3) The credit authorized by this Article, 
if applicable, shall be in lieu of any credit 
for the same tax authorized by statute of the 
crediting State, the credit applicable for the 
particular tax being either the credit author
ized by this Article or the credit authorized 
by such statute, whichever benefit is the 
greater. For the purposes of this Article, 
the amount of the tax in each contracting 
State attributable to any particular prop
erty shall be ascertained after taking into 
account any applicable diminution or credit 
against its tax with respect to such property, 
other than the credit to be allowed under 
this Article, provided, however, in case 
credits are allowable with respect to the 
same property pursuant to any other Con
vention in force between the crediting State 
under this Convention and any other State 
or pursuant to a statute of the crediting 
State, the total of such credits shall not ex
ceed the amount of tax of such crediting 
State attributable to such property com
puted before allowance of such credits. 

(4) No credit or refund of any amount of 
tax resulting from the application of this 
Article shall be made after six years from 
the date of the decedent's death unless 
claim therefor was filed within such period. 
Any refund of tax resulting from the appli
cation of this Article shall be made without 
payment of interest on the amount so re
funded. 

(5) Credit against tax imposed by one of 
the contracting States shall not be finally 
allowed for tax imposed by the other con
tracting State until the latter tax (reduced 
by credit allowable under this Article, if any) 
has been paid. 

ARTlCLE VI 

(1) The competent authorities of the con
tracting States shall exchange such informa
tion (being information available under the 
respective taxation laws of the contracting 
States) as is necessary for carrying out the 
provisions of the present Convention or for 
the prevention of fraud or for the effective 
administration of the taxes which are the 
subject of the present Convention. 

(2) Any information so exchanged shall 
be treated as secret and shall not be dis
closed to any person other than the tax 
authorities of the contracting States. No 
information shall be exchanged which would 
disclose any trade secret or trade process. 

ARTICLE VII 

Where a taxpayer shows proof that the ac
tion of the tax administrations of the con
tracting States has resulted or will result in 
double taxation contrary to the provisions 
of this Convention, he shall be entitled 
(within a period of two years from the date 
of the notification of the tax which has been 
last asserted or proposed, or of the payment 
of · the tax if such payment has been made 
prior to notification) to lodge a claim with 
the State of which he is a citizen, or, if he 
is not a citizen. of either of the contracting 
States, with the State of which he is a domi
ciliary, or, if the taxpayer is a corporation or 
other juridical person, with the State in 
which it is created or organized. Should 
the claim be upheld, the competent author
ities of the two contracting States shall 
come to an agreement with a view to equita
ble avoidance of the double taxation in ques
tion. 

ARTICLE Vm 

(1) The provisions of this Convention shall 
not be construed so as to increase the taxes 
imposed by the contracting States. 

(2) Should any difficulty or doubt arise as 
to the interpretation or application of this 
Convention or its relationship to Conven
tions between one of the contracting States 
and any other State, the competent author
ities of the contracting States may settle the 
question by mutual agreement. 
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(3) The competent authority of each con
tracting State may communicate directly 
with the competent authority of the other 
contracting State for the purpose of giving 
effect to the provisions of this Convention. 

ARTICLE IX 

(1) Either of the contracting States may, 
at the time of exchange of instruments of 
ratification or thereafter while the present 
Convention continues in force, by a written 
notification of extension given to the other 
contracting State through diplomatic chan
nels, declare its desire that the operation of 
the present Convention, either in whole or as 
to such provisions thereof as may be deemed 
to have special application, shall extend to 
any of its colonies or overseas territories 
which imposes taxes substantially similar in 
character to those which are the subject of 
the present Convention. 

(2) In the event that a notification is given 
by one of the contracting States in accord
ance with paragraph (1) of this Article, the 
present Convention, or such provisions there
of as may be specified in the notification, 
shall apply to any territory named in such 
notification with respect to the estates or 
successions of persons dying on or after the 
first day of January following the date of a 
written communication through diplomatic 
channels addressed to such contracting State 
by the other contracting State, after such 
action by the latter State as may be neces
sary in accordance with its own procedures, 
stating that such notification is accepted in 
respect to such territory. In the absence of 
such acceptance, none of the provisions of 
the present Convention shall apply to such 
territory. 

(3) At any time after the expiration of 
one year from the effective date of an ex
tension made by virtue of paragraphs ( 1) 
and (2) of this Article, either of the con
tracting States may, by a written notice of 
termination given to the other contracting 
State through diplomatic channels, termi
nate the application of the present Conven
tion to any territory to which the Conven
tion, or any of its provisions, has been 
extended. In that case, the present Con
vention, or the provisions thereof specified 
ln the notice of termination, shall cease to 
be applicable to any of the territories named 
ln such notice of termination with respect to 
the estates or successions of persons dying 
on or after the first day of January following 
the expiration of a period of six months after 
the date of such notice; provided, however, 
that this shall not affect the continued ap
plication of the Convention, or any of the 
provisions thereof, to the United States, to 
Belgium, or to any territory (not named in 
the notice of termination) to which the Con
vention, or such provision thereof, applies. 

( 4) For the application of the present 
Convention to any territory to which it is 
extended by the United States or .by Belgium, 
references to "the United States" or to "Bel
gium" or to one or the other contracting 
State, as the case may be, shall be construed 
to refer to such territory. 

( 5) For the purposes of the present Con
vention, the Belgian Congo shall be con
sidered to be a Belgian territory to which the 
provisions of this Article shall apply. 

ARTICLE X 

(1) This Convention shall be ratified and 
the instruments of ratification shall be ex
changed at Brussels as soon as possible. 

(2) This Convention shall come into force 
on the date of exchange of instruments of 
ratification and shall be effective only as to 
the estates or successions of persons dying 
on or after such date. 

(3) This Convention shall remain in force 
for a period of five years beginning with such 
date and indefinitely after that period, but 
may be terminated by either of the con
tracting States at the end of the five-year 

period or at. any time thereafter, provided 
that at least six months' prior notice of ter
mination has been given. 

Done at Washington, in duplicate, in the 
English and French languages, the two texts 
having equal authenticity, this twenty-sev
enth day of May, 1954. 

For the Government of the United States 
of America: 

[SEAL] JOHN FOSTER DULLES, 

For the Government of Belgium: 
[SEAL] SILVERCRUYS. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate has before it Executive Report No. 3 
dealing with three separate tax conven
tions, including an income tax conven
tion with Japan-Executive D, 83d Con
gress, 2d session; an estate and gift tax 
convention with Japan-Executive E, 
83d Congress, 2d session; and an estate 
tax convention with Belgium-Executive 
G, 83d Congress, 2d session. The two 
conventions with Japan were reported 
favorably by the Committee on Foreign 
Relations in the last session of Congress. 
These conventions were again reported 
favorably by the Committee on Foreign 
Relations on February 9, 1955, along with 
the convention with Belgium which was 
considered by the Committee for the 
first time in this session. 

ESTATE TAX CONVENTION WITH BELGIUM 

The convention with Belgium relating 
to taxes on estates and successions is 
generally similar to other death duty 
conventions which the Senate has pre
viously approved, for example, conven
tions with the United Kingdom, Canada, 
France, Australia, and others. 
ESTATE AND GIFT TAX CONVENTION WITH JAPAN 

Similarly, the provisions of the con
vention with Japan relating to taxes on 
estates, inheritances, and gifts closely 
parallel provisions of other death duty 
conventions now in effect. The unusual 
feature of this convention is that it is 
the first treaty to combine provisions 
applicable to both estate and gift taxes 
in the same convention. There are now 
in effect between the United States and 
Australia both a gift tax convention and 
an estate tax convention. The pending 
convention with Japan, however, is the 
first dual estate and gift tax convention. 

INCOME TAX CONVENTION WITH J' APAN 

In the case of the income tax conven
tion with Japan, there are several note
worthy features which should be called 
to the attention of the Senate. It was 
for the purpose of permitting a fuller 
discussion of these features that the 
Senate did not take action upon either 
of the Japanese tax treaties in the clos
ing days of the last session of the 
Congress. 

Attention should be called first to the 
principal provisions in the Japanese in
come tax convention which are particu
larly favorable to the United States. 
For example, there is provided a recipro
cal exemption of shipping and aircraft 
operating profits. This provision which 
was contained in article V of the con
vention operates primarily in favor of 
the United States since the Japanese at 
the present time have no airlines in 
operation between Japan and the United 
States. Thus, the exemption of United 
States aircraft profits derived from oper-

ations in Japan is espeCially favorable 
to this country. The United States also 
has the greater preponderance of ship
ping operations between Japan and the 
United States so that exemption of the 
profits derived from shipping benefits 
the United States more than Japan at 
the present time. 

In article VII of the convention there 
is provided a reciprocal limitation on the 
tax on outgoing royalties. The tax on 
such royalties may not exceed 15 per
cent. This provision results in a reduc
tion of the Japanese withholding tax on 
film rentals from the present tax of 20 
percent to the 15-percent maximum tax 
under this convention. At the present 
time most film rentals flow from Japan 
to the United States rather than in the 
tends to be particularly advantageous to 
reverse direction, so that this provision 
the United States. 

In article X of the convention there is 
provided an exemption from Japanese 
tax of compensation paid by the United 
States Government to a citizen of the 
United States who is resident in Japan, 
unless the United States citizen has been 
admitted to Japan for permanent resi
dence. This exemption is of particular 
importance to a number of United States 
citizens who are employed as technical 
experts in Japan by the United States 
but whose employment is not of such 
a nature as to bring it within the diplo
matic immunity from tax. The exemp
tion is a reciprocal one but it operates 
predominately in favor of the United 
States at the present time. 

In article XIII of the convention there 
are provided certain rules for deter
mining the source of income. These 
source rules are derived from the United 
States internal-revenue laws and regu
lations. Thus, it is significant that the 
rules for determining sources of income 
are those with which the United States 
taxpayers are generally familiar rather 
than Japanese concepts. 

In article XIV of the convention there 
is a very important provision dealing 
with the credit for Japanese corporate 
dividends paid to United States citizens, 
corporations, or residents. This pro
vision is not a reciprocal exemption. 
Thus, the United States withholding tax 
of 30 percent on dividends from United 
States corporations going abroad to 
Japanese citizens remains unaffected by 
the provision. 

Under the convention, Japan agrees 
not to impose any witholding tax on divi
dends paid to a United States stock
holder-unless the recipient is a resident 
of Japan or has a permanent establish
ment in Japan. At the present time 
Japan imposes a 20 percent withholding 
tax on outgoing dividends. This tax, 
however, is reduced to 10 percent if the 
investment tends to further the Japa
nese e~onomy. Under the provisions of 
the convention described previously, Ja
pan agrees to impose no withholding tax 
on outgoing dividends paid to United 
States recipients. 

The convention also provides that with 
respect to United States recipients of 
dividends from Japanese corporations, 
the United States will grant a credit 
against its tax of 25 percent of the 
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amount of the dividend but only on the 
grossing-up principle, to borrow an 
English term. This provision -is gen
erally similar to provisions contained in 
tax treaties now in effect between the 
United States and Ireland and between 
the United States and the Unite~ King
dom. 

To illustrate the grossing-up principle, 
assume that a United States share
holder receives $100 of dividends from a 
Japanese corporation. If it is assumed 
that the United States shareholder is 
taxed on his income at an effective rate 
of 50 percent, he would compute his 
United States tax and the allowable 
credit for the dividend in the following 
manner: He would include the dividend 
Of $100 in gross income; he would also 
then include in gross income 25 percent 
of the amount of the dividend, or $25. 
Thus, he would include in gross income 
a total of $125 with respect to the divi
dend, or more than the actual amount 
of the dividend. He must include this 
extra amount in order to get the benefit 
of the tax credit provided for in the 
treaty. The tax on this $125, at the ef
fective rate of 50 percent, is $62.50. 
Against this tax the United States stock
holder would receive a credit of 25 per
cent of $100, or $25. Thus, the United 
States tax attributable to the $100 Japa
nese dividend would be. $37.50. 

This grossing-up principle has the ef
fect of decreasing the advantage of the 
tax credit as the taxpayer goes into a 
higher bracket of tax liability. Thus, as
sume that the United States recipient of 
the $100 Japanese dividend is in a higher 
bracket so that he might be taxed, for 
example, at an effective rate of 85 per
cent. In this case, he would again have 
gross income of $125, but his United 
States tax attributable to the Japanese 
dividend would be $106.25. Against this 
tax he would receive a credit of $25, so 
that he would pay a total United States 
tax with respect to a Japanese dividend 
of $81.25. Thus, out of the $100 Japa
nese dividend he would have left, after 
paying United States taxes, only $18.75. 

This latter example may be compared 
with a United States citizen who receives 
a dividend from a domestic corporation. 
With respect to a $100 dividend from a 
domestic corporation-leaving out of 
consideration the dividend exclusion
there would be imposed at an effective 
tax rate of 85 percent a tax of $85. 
Against this tax the individual would re
ceive a tax credit of 4 percent of the 
amount of the dividend, or $4. Thus, 
the tax attributable to the United States 
dividend at the 85 percent effective rate 
would be $81. The individual would thus 
have $19 remaining on his $100 United 
States dividend as compared with $18.75 
if the dividend had been received from a 
Japanese corporation. 

As indicated earlier, this grossing up 
principle is similar to that employed in 
other tax conventions with respect to 
dividends received by United States re
cipients from corporations which are en
tities of the other contracting country. 

On balance, Mr. President, it seems 
very clear that the treaty or tax con
vention with Japan is more favorable, 
or at least equally favorable, to the 
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United States than it is to the Japanese 
citizen who is similarly affected. 

The whole purpose of the first treaty 
with Japan, which I described briefly, 
and of the Belgium treaty, is really to 
avoid double taxation in the case of 
estate and death taxes. 

I believe it is agreed that these con
ventions may be considered together, but 
a separate vote is desired on each one 
of them. 

THe PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the pending conventions 
will be considered as having passed 
through their various parliamentary 
stages up to the point of the considera
tion of the resolutions of ratification. 
CONVENTION WITH JAPAN RELATING TO TAXES 

ON INCOME 

The clerk will fin·t read the resolution 
of ratification of Executive D, the con
vention with Japan relating to taxe3 on 
income. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres

ent concurring therein), That the Senate ad
vise and consent to the ratification of Exec
utive D, 83d Congress, 2d session, a con
vention between the United States of Amer
ica and Japan for the avoidance of double 
taxation and the prevention of fiscal evasion 
with respect to taxes on income, signed at 
Washington April 16, 1954. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the resolution of ratification? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, on 
that question I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

The question is, Will the Senate ad
vise and consent to the resolution of 
ratification? 

The yeas and nays having been or
dered, the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 

the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BIBLE], 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HuMPHREY], the Senator from Tennes
see [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA], the Sena
tor from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEYJ, 
and the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
RoBERTSON] are absent on official busi
ness. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the Sen
ate to attend the atomic energy tests 
in Nevada. 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
GREEN] is absent by leave of the Senate 
to attend the inauguration of the Presi

. dent of Cuba. 
The Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHN

soN] and the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] are absent by leave 
of the Senate because of illness. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate to attend his 25th anniversary 
celebration in the State of Washington. 

I further announce that on this vote 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. AN
DERSON], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
BIBLE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. GREEN], the Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. HuMPHREY], the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. JoHNSON], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Ser_ator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAG
NusoN], the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. McNAMARA], the Senator from Wy
oming [Mr. O'MAHONEYJ, and the Sen
ator from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], if 
present and voti:ag, would vote "yea." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
ALLOTTJ, the Senators from Ohio [Mr. 
BENDER and Mr. BRICKER], the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER], the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. 1'1:ALONEJ and 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN] 
are absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] is absent by 
leave of the Senate to attend the in
augural ceremonies of the President of 
Cuba. 

The Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] 
is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES], the Senator from Indi
ana [Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA] and the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCARTHY] are 
detained on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. ALLOTTJ, the Sena
tors from Ohio [Mr. BENDER and Mr. 
BRICKER], the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. BRIDGES], the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA], the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN] and the Sena
tor from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] would 
each vote "yea." 

The yeas and nays resulted: Yeas 72, 
nays 0, as follows: 

Aiken 
Barkley 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Carlson 
Case, N.J. 
case, s. Dak. 
Chavez 
Clements 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Flanders 

All ott 
Anderson 
Bender 
Bible 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Capehart 
Green 

YEAS-72 
Frear Morse 
Fulbright Mundt 
George Murray 
Goldwater Neely 
Gore Neuberger 
Hayden Pastore 
Hennings Payne 
Hill Potter 
Holland Purtell 
Ives Russell 
Jackson Saltonstall 
Jenner Schoeppel 
Johnston, S.C. Scott 
Kerr Smathers 
Kilgore Smith, N.J. 
Knowland Sparkman 
Kuchel Stennis 
Lehman Symington 
Long . Thurmond 
Mansfield Thye 
Martin, Pa. Watkins 
McClellan Welker 
Millikin Williams 
Monroney Young 

NOT VOTING-24 
Hickenlooper 
Hruska 
Humphrey 
Johnson, Tex. 
Kefauver 
Kennedy 
Langer 
Magnuson 

Malone 
Martin, Iowa 
McCarthy 
McNamara 
O'Mahoney 
Robertson 
Smith, Maine 
Wiley 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
thirds of the Senators present having 
voted in the affirmative, the resolution 
of ratification is agreed to. 
CONVENTION WITH JAPAN RELATING TO TAXES 

ON ESTATES, INHERITANCES, AND GIFTS 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
urge all Senators to remain in the Cham
ber for we have two additional treaties 
to ~onsider. They have already been 
gone into and explained by the chairman 
of the Foreign Relations Committee, the 
distinguished senior Senator from Geor
gia [Mr. GEORGE]. If Senators will re
main in the Chamber, we shall be able 
to complete the ratification of the trea
ties. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution of ratification of Executive E 
will now be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres

ent concurring therein), That the Senate 
advise and consent to the ratification of 
Executive E, 83d Congress, 2d session, a con
vention between the United States of Amer
ica and Japan for the avoidance of double 
taxation and the prevention of fiscal evasion 
with respect to taxes on estates, inheritances, 
and gifts, signed at Washington on April 16, 
1954. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the resolution of ratification? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, on 
that question I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 

the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BIBLE], 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ], the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HuMPHREY], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. NcNAMARA], the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY], the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], 
and the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the Sen
ate to attend the atomic energy tests 
in Nevada. 

The Senator froni Rhode Island [Mr. 
GREEN] is absent by leave of the Senate 
to attend the inauguration of the Presi
dent of Cuba. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHN
soN] and the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] are absent by leave 
of the Senate because of Ulness. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON] is absent by leave of the Sen
ate to attend his 25th, anniversary cele
bration in the State of Washington. 

I further announce that on this vote 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. BIBLE], the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN], the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HuMPHREY], the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHNSON], the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY], the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. MAGNUSON], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA], the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY], the 

Senator from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], 
and the senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL], if present and voting, would 
vote "yea." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLOTT], 
the Senators from Ohio [Mr. BENDER and 
Mr. BRICKER], the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. LANGER], the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. MALONE], and the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN] are absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] is absent by 
leave of the Senate to attend the in
augural ceremonies of the President of 
Cuba. 

The Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] 
is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES], the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. FLANDERS], and the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCARTHY] are de
tained on official business. 

If present and voting the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. ALLOTT], the Senators 
from Ohio [Mr. BENDER and Mr. 
BRICKER], the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. BRIDGES], the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. MARTIN], the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERs], .and the Sena
tor from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] would 
each vote "yea." 

The yeas and nays resulted: Yeas 71, 
nays 0, as follows: 

Aiken 
Barkley 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Carlson 
Case, N.J. 
Case, S. Dak. 
Clements 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Dufi 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Frear 
Fulbright 

All ott 
Anderson 
Bender 
Bible 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Capehart 
Chavez 
Flanders 

YEAS-71 
George Morse 
Goldwater Mundt 
Gore Murray 
Hayden Neely 
Hennings Neuberger 
Hill Pastore 
Holland Payne 
Hruska Potter 
Ives Purtell 
Jackson SaltonstaU 
Jenner Schoeppel 
Johnston, S. C. Scott 
Kefauver Smathers 
Kerr Smith, N.J. 
Kilgore Sparkman 
Knowland Stennis 
Kuchel Symington 
Lehman Thurmond 
Long Thye 
Mansfield Watkins 
Martin, Pa. Welker 
McClellan Williams 
Millikin Young 
Monroney 

NOT VOTING-25 
Green 
Hickenlooper 
Humphrey 
Johnson, Tex. 
Kennedy 
Langer 
Magnuson 
Malone 
Martin, Iowa 

McCarthy 
McNamara 
O'Mahoney 
Robertson 
Russell 
Smith, Maine 
Wiley 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
thirds of the Senators present having 
voted in the affirmative, the resolution of 
ratification is agreed to. · 
CONVENTION WITH BELGIUM RELATING TO TAXES 

ON ESTATES AND SUCCESSIONS 

The resolution of ratification of Exec
utive G will now be read. 

The Chief Clerk read the resolution of 
·ratification, as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres
ent concurring theTein), That the Senate 

advise and consent to the ratification of 
Executive G, 83d Congress, 2d session, a 
convention between the United States of 
America and Belgium for the avoidance of 
double taxation and the prevention of fiscal 
evasion with respect to taxes on estates and 
successions, signed at Washington on May 
27, 1954. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the resolution of ratification? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, on 
that question I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will cal1 the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 

the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BIBLE], 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM
PHREY], the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
McNAMARA], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O'MAHONEY], the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. RoBERTSON], and the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] are absent 
on official business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the Sen
ate to attend the atomic energy tests in 
Nevada. 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
GREEN] is absent by leave of the Senate 
to attend the inauguration of the Presi
dent of Cuba. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHN
soN] and the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] are absent by leave 
of the Senate because of illness. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. 
. MAGNUSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate to attend his 25th anniversary 
celebration in the State of Washington. 

I further announce that on this vote 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. BIBLE], the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. GREEN], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. JoHNSON], the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNU
soN], the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
McNAMARA], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O'MAHONEY], the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], and the Sen
ator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL], if 
present and voting, would vote "yea." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLOTT], 
the Senators from Ohio [Mr. BENDER and 
Mr. BRICKER], the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. LANGER], the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. MALONE], and the Senator 
from Iowa ·[Mr. MARTIN] are absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] is absent by 
leave of the Senate to attend the in
augural ceremonies of the President of 
Cuba. 

The Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] 
is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE
HART] and the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. McCARTHY] are detained on official 
business. 

If present and voting the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. ALLOTT], the Senators 
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from Ohio [Mr. BENDER and Mr. 
BRICKER], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
MARTIN], and the Senator from Maine 
[Mrs. SMITH] would each vote "yea." 

- The yeas and nays resulted: Yeas 74, 
nays 0, as follows: 

Aiken 
Barkley 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Carlson 
Case, N.J. 
case, S. Dak. 
Chavez 
Clements 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Flanders 

Allott 
Anderson 
Bender 
Bible 
Bricker 
Capehart 
Green 
Hickenlooper 

YEAS-74 
Frear ~onroney 
·Fulbright ~orse 
George ~undt 
Goldwater ~urray 
Gore Neely 
Hayden Neuberger 
Hennings Pastore 
Hill Payne 
Holland Potter 
Hruska Purtell 
Ives Saltonstall 
Jackson · Schoeppel 
Jenner Scott 
Johnston, S.C. Smathers 
Kefauver Smith, N. J. 
Kerr Sparkman 
Kilgore Stennis 
Knowland Symington 
Kuchel Thurmond 
Lehman Thye 
Long Watkins 
~ansfield Welker 
~artin, Pa. Williams 
~cClellan Young 
~illikin 

NOT VOTING-22 
Humphrey 
Johnson, Tex. 
Kennedy 
Langer 
~agnuson 

~alone 
~artin, Iowa 
~ccarthy 

~cNamara 
o·~ahoney 
Robertson 
Russell 
Smith, ~aine 
Wiley 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
thirds of the Senators present having 
voted in the affirmative, the resolution 
of ratification-is agreed to. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I as!{ 
unanimous consent that the President 
be notified of the ratification of the three 
conventions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the President will be notified. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I 
now ask that the nominations on the 
Executive Calendar be considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered, and the nomi
nations on the Executive Calendar will 
be stated . . 

NATIONAL SECURITY TRAINING 
COMMISSION 

The legislative clerk read the nomina
tion of Albert J. Hayes to be a member. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
The legislative clerk read the nomi

nation of Louis S. Rothschild to be 
Under Secretary of Commerce for 
Transportation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

TAX COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 
The legislative clerk read the nomina

tion of Allin H. Pierce to be judge, for 
the unexpired term of 12 years from 
June 2, 1948. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection the nomination is con
firmed. 

CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD 
The 1egislative clerk read the nomina

tion of Ross Rizley, to be a member. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

RENEGOTIATION BOARD 
The legislative clerk read the nomina .. 

tion of Thomas Coggeshall, to be a 
member. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
The legislative clerk proceeded to read · 

sundry nominations in the Public 
Health Service. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Public 
Health Service nominations be con
firmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Public Health Service 
nominations are confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Presi
dent be notified of all nominations con
firmed today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the President will be so noti
fied. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate resume the con
sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of 
legislative business. 

OREGON LEGISLATURE MEMORIAL 
ON JOHN DAY DAM 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have a 
few brief remarks to make on a me
morial adopted by the House of the 
Oregon Legislature dealing with the John 
Day Dam. 

House Joint Memorial No. 2 of the 
Oregon Legislature has been placed be
fore the Senate and referred to the 
appropriate committee. 

It requires comment. House Joint 
Memorial No. 2 relates to the John Day 
multi-purpose project on the Columbia 
River which was authorized by the Con
gress in years past as a wholly Federal 
project as part of the main control plan 
for the Columbia River Basin. 

The memorial correctly relates the 
magnificent and urgently required 
power, navigation, and :flood-control 
benefits of the John Day Dam as a 
Federal project. It goes on to urge 
Congress to "appropriate immediately 
the funds necessary to enable the Corps 
of Engineers to complete the prelimi
nary investigations and planning for the 
John Day Project." 

That is fine as far as it goes. It 
should state in addition that the Presi
dent's recommendation of $500,000 for 
this purpose is totally inadequate. Ap
parently the Republican majority in the 
State Legislature that adopted this 
memorial, to the applause of the pri-

vate utilities, thought it best not to men
tion this fact. 

On January 16, Senators MAGNUSON, 
JACKSON, MURRAY, MANSFIELD, NEU• 
BERGER and I issued a statement express
ing the hope that the President would 
recommend adequate planning funds 
for John Day Dam. Our hopes went 
unanswered by the President, who rec
ommended one-third that amount in his 
budget. 

Last year, starting in January, I urged 
that John Day be a new start-so des
perately needed in the Pacific Northwest 
to provide navigation aid and cheap 
power and what is equally scarce in our 
area, jobs. 

In March 1953, I urged the Senate Ap
propriations Committee to provide the 
funds in the amount of $75(};000. That 
is the amount the Corps of Engineers can 
use and needs to do a full year's work to 
ready John Day for construction, a long 
and laborious process. 

The committee recommended $500,000 
and the Senate agreed, but the amount 
was eliminated in conference. I pro
tested and was joined by Senators MAG
NusoN and JACKSON. We sought to have 
the bill recommitted. The then chair
man of the Civil Functions Subcommit
tee, the present minority leader, vigor
ously opposed us and pointed out that he 
did not think it wise to proceed to start 
a project of such dimensions and cost. 

We persisted. When the first sup
plemental appropriations bill was before 
the Senate, we urged the appropriation 
of $1.5 million, because after the first 
elimination of the funds for John Day, 
the Army Corps of Engineers advised us 
that if it received funds before August, 
the planning job could be done in 15 
months instead of more than 2 years. 
Had the Republican 83d Congress acted, 
John Day could have been under con
struction this year. 

The committee recommended $750,-
000. The Senate agreed. Once again, 
every penny for John Day was cut out 
in conference. 

The Democratic Senators from the 
Pacific Northwest are determined to 
fight this year for $1.5 million for the 
accelerated program. 

Our area, and the Nation, needs that 
new start in 1956. 

It is my hope that the Oregon Legisla
ture follows up its memorial with a 
suitable one urging an appropriation of 
$1.5 million. Let them also urge the 
President to revise his request so that 
the job can be done, be done right and 
be done quickly. Why was that not done 
in the first place? 

The memorial has another subsection 
asking that the Federal Government "in
dicate its intention to build the John 
Day project promptly and solely with 
Federal funds by making the necessary 
appropriation to start construction im
mediately upon completing the pre
liminary planning or, in the alterna
tive, enact without delay such enabling 
legislation as is required to permit local 
agencies to advance funds, under appro
priate arrangements with the United 
States, so that construction of such 
project by the Federal Government can 
be initiated immediately." 
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I fear the Republican draftsman of the 
resolution was ill-advised about congres
sional procedure, or totally unaware of 
how long the planning phase will take. 
For projects of this sort, Congress limits 
appropriations to the fiscal year ahead. 
I fear that the Republican legislators in 
Oregon were not looking for an assur
ance that the Federal Government will 
go forward with the project, but instead 
were looking for an excuse for advocat
ing so-called partnership. 

Let me briefly describe what that 
"partnership" entails. In doing so I 
quote the views I presented upon behalf 
of a majority of the Democrats on the 
Public Works Committee last year: 

This is the partnership prize. 
The John Day Dam, an authorized project, 

is almost exclusively a power dam located 
on the main stem of the Columbia River. 

It will have an installed capacity of 1,100,-
000 kilowatts (as compared with 39,000 
at Cougar and 81,000 at Green Peter-White 
Bridge). With the addition of upstream 
storage installed capacity can be increased to 
1,500,000 kilowatts. 

In the form proposed the project would 
cost about $400 million exclusive of interest 
costs during construction. The Army engi
neers advise that this project is essentially 
like the McNary Dam project, for which a 
tentative cost allocation charges power with 
over 90 percent of the total cost. So that 
under the plan for the dam proposed in the 
partnership bill, power would be chargeable 
with some 90 percent of the ~ost which will 
range from $360 million to $400 million with
out interest charges during construction. 
Under Federal construction, operation and 
marketing of power, the Federal investment 
for power would be returned in full in a 
50-year period. 

However, this is what the sponsor of the 
bill (S. 3510) proposes (CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD, VOl. 100, pt. 5, p. 7042) : 

"The estimated total cost of the John Day 
Dam is $320 million. The local interests 
propose to contribute $164 million or more 
than half of the cost of the dam to the Fed
eral Government. We are, therefore, deal
ing with much larger sums of money-hun
dreds of millions of dollars-than we were in 
the other cases. 

"With the bill providing that the local in
terests contribute $164 million and that the 
Federal Government assume the responsi
bility to pay the remainder of the cost of the 
dam, one of the first questions that occurs is 
how this division of financial responsibility 
was arrived at. The answer is this: We 
started with the proposition that a partner
ship in the ordinary sense of the word meant 
approximately equal contributions by the 
partners. It was next determined that the 
probable limit of financing by the local in
terests was in the neighborhood of $165 
million." 

In the remarks the sponsor of the bill 
put into the RECoRD he neg1ected to 
break down the benefit which will accrue 
to the respective partners. The benefit 
which will accrue is that the private 
utilities which are to receive the power 
will get the proceeds from the power, 
and the taxpayers of the United States 
will get the fish ladders, and will have 
to pay the flood-control capital cost, but 
will not receive dividends from the dam. 
Of course the Secretary of the Interior 
does not like to have me say in the State 
of Oregon that he is sponsoring a give
away project; but he is sponsoring the 
giving away of millions upon millions 
of dollars to the private utilities of my 
State at the expense of the taxpayers 

of the Nation. The private-utility in
terests do not own the Columbia River. 
It belongs to 164 million American peo
ple; and as a Senator from the State 
of Oregon I intend to stand shoulder 
to shoulder with my colleague in this 
body to see to it that the taxpayers of 
the Nation are protected from the give
away program of the Secretary of the 
Interior to the private utilities of my 
State. It is because of the position he 
takes on John Day and other dams in 
our section of the country that I always 
refer to him in my State as the Secretary 
of the Department of Private Utilities, 
and not as the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have inserted in the RECORD at 
this point in my remarks the remainder 
of the comments on the John Day Dam 
issue which I made in the Senate last 
year, and to which I have previously 
referred. 

There being no objection, the remain
der of the comments was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

An additional feature of this proposal is 
that the Government will build the project 
with its own funds-thereby conferring upon 
the participating utilities the benefit of the 
low interest rates available to the United 
States. 

The partner or partners would receive an 
amount of power equal to the total genera
tion of John Day delivered, over Government 
transmission lines, at load centers. This 
could involve Federal expenditure for con
struction of additional transmission facili
ties, but the partner would pay only for the 
cost of transmission, not the cost of con
structing transmission facilities. 

The power partners would receive elec
tricity in proportion to their contribution 
to the $164 million invested. Among the 
potential participants, Portland General 
Electric Co., which initially ·proposed the 
plan, undoubtedly would make the major 
investment and thereby receive the lion's 
share of the power output. 

Interestingly, the method for cost alloca
tion contained in the Cougar and Green 
Peter bills are not included in S. 3510. That 
task is left solely to the Army engineers and 
Federal Power Commission. Yet, the Engi
neers and the Secretary of Interior recom
mended the cost allocation formula of the 
bills for the 2 small projects for use in con
nection with regular Federal multipurpose 
projects. In the case of McNary, power has 
been charged with 97% percent of the cost 
of the project. 

Apparently, the partnership advocates are 
not content to have Portland General Elec
tric Co. bear the cost of power generation 
upon the basis that has resulted in weight
ing Federal power from McNary with so 
large a portion of the project cost. 

Another aspect of the John Day partner
ship bill is the express provision for using 
the Federal transmission system for the dis
tribution of power to Portland General Elec
tric at load center. Partnership advocates 
have not been so generous in supporting 
funds for transmission lines to deliver power 
to PUD's and rural electric co-ops. 

But, the main significance of this provision 
in the bill is the comparison it presents with 
the Cougar bill, which contains no such pro
vision. However, in the John Day bill the 
use of Federal transmission lines do not 
imply the pooling and integration of power. 
Rather it represents an exchange of power 
so that Portland General Electric and its 
junior partners will get an amount of power 
equal to the amount generated at this mam-
moth project. . 

The John Day partnership would result in 
higher power costs for the profit of a prlvate 

utility. The people's river and the people's 
funds, the people's borrowing power-would 
be used to hand over power under a 50-year 
contract and the power revenues would be 
used to repay the people's investment after 
a markup for the private utility's profit. 

Public preference, the chief target of the 
private utilities of the country, would be 
nonexistent for a million to a million and 
a half kilowatts of capacity. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish 
to assure the Senate that the 21-to-7 vote 
in the State senate and the 34-to-26 vote 
in the State house of representatives 
was almost a straight party-line vote. 
Only two Republican members of the 
house, Representatives Gust Anderson 
and McKenzie, to their credit, joined the 
Democrats in opposition. 

It is unfortunate that the Republican 
leadership in Oregon has made opposi
tion to public power development a par
tisan issue. It does not represent the 
rank-and-file Republicans of my State. 
The people of Oregon, Democrats, Inde
pendents, and Republicans, know that 
inexpensive public power means the dif
ference between economic progress and 
economic stagnation. The Oregon Re
publican machine has made itself the 
party of stagnation. 

John Day, like high Hells Canyon 
Dam, must be built if Oregon is to pros
per and make its contribution to the 
economy and defense of the country. 

Do the Republicans in the Oregon 
State Legislature care to put themselves 
on record on the Federal Hells Canyon 
Dam? 

Such action is awaited with interest. 
The Republican leadership of Oregon, 

by this resolution, has made itself a 
soundtruck, with no parade. The peo
ple of the State I, in part, represent are 
not behind the private utility sound
truck which is being driven through the 
State by the Republican machine of 
Oregon. 

Mr. President, in closing I wish to in
vite attention to a very fine article writ
ten by my colleague [Mr. NEUBERGER], 
published in the current issue of the Re
porter magazine, entitled "Partnership 
Versus the Public Interest." 

I desire to be associated with the ob
servations of the junior Senator from 
Oregon appearing in this fine article. 
But before I ask unanimous consent to 
have it inserted in the RECORD as part 
of my remarks, I wish to read a quota
tion or two from the article. The junior 
Senator from Oregon is one of the most 
able and brilliant writers in the field of 
American journalism today, and in this 
article he has, with his usual clarity, 
boiled down the essential features of this 
great power issue in the State of Oregon. 

Speaking of the Secretary of the In
terior, my colleague says in this article : 

When he spoke out for partnership in 
Oregon last year under the aegis of the 
Republican National Committee, Secretary 
of the Interior McKay cited the need for 
safeguarding the country's exchequer. He 
did not mention that power receipts are 
pouring into that exchequer from many of 
the same Federal projects partnership would 
displace. 

The key partnership bill drafted to date 
calls for development of the John Day power 
site on the Columbia River, where the 
mightiest of America's hydroelectric streams 
forn1s the bc;mndary between Oregon and 
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Washington. This measure, introduced near 
the close of the 83d Congress with the 
approval of both the Bureau of the Budg
et and the Department of the Interior, 
calls for a dam to cost approximately $320 
million. The Government would contribute 
$156 million of this sum, and the remain
ing $164 million would come from what the 
President refers to as "non-Federal inter
ests," meaning in this particular instance 
the Portland General Electric Co. Mr. 
McKay had originally announced that the 
State Grange and farmers' rural electric co
operatives might join with the power com
p any as "non-Federal interests," but these 
organizations later denounced the proposed 
partnership in strong terms. The co-ops said 
that it could mean the doom of public power 
in the Northwest. 

Under the partnership bill, the Govern
ment gets as its share of the projects the 
fish ladders, the navigation locks, and the 
flood-control gates along the spillway. These 
are facilities that the President regards as 
involving "a national interest," a descrip
tion he evidently does not apply to water 
power. Kilowatts being thus less important 
than chutes for salmon or locks for stern
wheelers , the "non-Federal interests" receive 
as their portion of the dam the energy 
produced in the powerhouse for a period of 
at least 50 years. 

Up to this point partnership may seem a 
sound venture for the Government. The 
great dam gets built and the Treasury has 
to put up only about 49 percent of the funds, 
as compared with the 100 percent required of . 
the Federal Government in the era of New 
Deal spending, when Bonneville and Grand · 
Coulee rose above bedrock in the Columbia 
River. 

MR. M'KAY, MEET MR. M'KAY 

During a nationwide TV program Secre
tary McKay, a former Governor of Ore
gon and Chevrolet dealer, blurted out: "I 
don't think it's· right to subsidize power 
out in my country-for instance, in Oregon, 
Washington, and Idaho." 

If the Secretary is correct in his contention 
that the Government is losing money on the 
kilowatts generated in the Northwest, then 
altruistic utility companies are merely spar
ing the Government a fiscal headache in 
offering to take over the powerhouses. What 
could be finer for the public? Partnership 
becomes a generous gesture on the part of 
Electric Bond & Share and its brethren. 

But the truth seems to be that Mr. McKay, 
like so many other administrators in the 
Capital, has failed to read material to which 
his own name is signed. In appraising the 
bank balance of the Bonneville Power Ad
ministration, the 1953 annual report of the 
Secretary of the Interior noted that "The 
repayment is substantially in excess of 
scheduled requirements." 

Behind this formal language lurks one of 
the most profitable financial records of any 
Federal agency in the land. A total of $128,• 
549,822 has been invested, for example, in 
construction costs, operating expenses, and 
interest in the majestic dam at Bonneville, 
where the Columbia River surges through 
the Cascade Mountains. Up to June 30, 1954, 
$48,825,958 has been put back into the 
Trer..sury, through the sale of Bonneville 
current, and Bonneville Dam has been in full 
operation only since 1943. How many other . 
undertakings, public or private, are more 
than 35 percent paid for after so brief a 
period? Even allowing for the decreased 
value of the dollar, the return would seem 
to look pretty good. 

My colleague goes on to say in this 
very keen article: 

Under the John Day partnership bill, the 
Government will be paid back by the utility . 
corporation only the funds invested by the 
powerplant section of the dam, plus the cost 
of· transmission and maintenance. Yet the 
all-Federal system of operation now in effect 

at Bonneville and Grand Coulee will prob
ably return to the Treasury many times the 
total value of both projects. 

In fact, the Bonneville Power Administra
tion, which markets at wholesale the energy 
from all Government dams on the Columbia 
and its swift tributaries, has collected $340,-
565,589 in gross income out of hydroelectric
power receipts. Approximately half of this, 
$170,409,914, has gone to repay the original 
investment in hydroelectric facilities. 'I'he 
other half has been applied on interest and 
operating expenses. 

Although some of the present advocates 
of partnership once prophesied that the 
Federal dams in the Northwest would never 
find a market for their juice, the demand 
for kilowatts extends from tidewater to the 
Canadian boundary. Of the $221,462,229 
spent on the generating features of vast 
Grand Coulee Dam, the largest edifice ever 
reared by mankind, $51,031,697 already has 
been repaid to the Treasury. Yet Grand 
Coulee has not been in full operation even 
as long as Bonneville. Its complete quota of 
turbines dates only from 1951. 

By any test, these dams have been enor
mously profitable for the Government. To · 
begin with, they probably would have had 
to be built anyway to serve other purposes. 
Grand Coulee is wresting from the high 
desert 15,000-irrigated homesteads, many of 
them settled by ex-GI's. Peach orchards 
and alfalfa fields have driven back the tum
bleweed and sagebrush. And Bonneville's 
locks and lake have increased navigation on 
the upper Columbia River from 85,715 tons 
of cargo in 1933 to 1,343,575 tons in 1953. 
This water competition, in turn, has held 
down rail and truck freight prices. 

The income from power at the dams has 
been a bonus. Irrigation and navigation 
were the first reasons for the projects. Yet 
it is probable that this income may pay for 
Bonneville and Grand Coulee many times 
over before steel girders and concrete bas
tions yield at last to the erosion of wind, 
weather, and the surging river. 

I dig.ress from my reading of the 
article by my colleague [Mr. NEUBERGER] 
to make a comment about the phony tax 
issue which is constantly being raised 
by Republican spokesmen in my State, 
the argument that the private utilities 
pay taxes. If we had continued to be 
subjected to the high-power rates 
charged by the private utilities in our 
State, private enterprise, to the extent . 
of millions upon millions of dollars of 
investment in new business never would 
have come into the State. Private en
terprises with a volume of business of 
millions upon millions of dollars came 
into Oregon, because of the availability 
of cheap power, which was produced by 
the great multipurpose dams. Those 
private businesses have returned to the 
United States Treasury many, many 
times the increase in tax dollars the 
Treasury would ever have received from 
private utilities had they been allowed 
to build high-power cost, low-head dams. 

When I discuss next week, as I expect 
to do at the time of the introduction 
of the Hells Canyon Dam bill, the issue 
of taxation, I shall present to the Sen
ate a breakdown of the contributions 
by way of tax payments which private 
industry has made to the Treasury, pay
ments which never would have been 
made otherwise, because those private 
industries never would have come into 
our State except for the building of such 
dams as Bonneville and Grand Coulee. 

A great dam like Hells Canyon Dam 
will bring to the Pacific Northwest mil-

lions upon millions of dollars' worth of 
new industry, which never will come in 
if the Secretary of the Interior shall be 
permitted to get by with his sellout to 
the Idaho Power Co., in conjunction 
with the Idaho Power Co.'s plan to 
build low-head dams on the Snake 
River, instead of the great multiple-pur
pose dam so badly needed in Hells can
yon. The site at Hells Canyon is the 
greatest remaining multiple-purpose 
dam site on this continent; yet it is pro
posed by this administration to scuttle 
it, so far as the welfare of future genera
tions of American boys and girls ·is con
cerned, and to make the same mistake 
which the private utilities sought to per
petuate in the early days of the first 
administration of Franklin D. Roose
velt. 

The private electric utilities wanted to 
scuttle the Grand Coulee project and 
build a low-head dam at Kettle Falls. 
But President Roosevelt was warned of 
their scheme by the great Republican · 
leader from my State, Charles McNary; 
by George Norris, of Nebraska; by Bone· 
and Dill, of Washington; by La Follette, 
Qf Wisconsin; Johnson, of California; 
and other liberals. They pointed out · 
to Roosevelt what the private utilities 
were up to in seeking permission to build 
a low-head dam at Kettle Falls, know
ing full well that if they got by with it, 
Grand Coulee Dam never could have 
been built. 

But those Senators had a friendly 
President to work with, one who under
stood the Republican source of a con
servation program in this country, a 
Republican source that went back to 
Teddy Roosevelt and Gifford Pinchot. 
That program, carried on by a great 
liberal of liberals, George Norris, who 
made his historic fights on this issue, 
aided and assisted by Charles McNary, 
Bob La Follette, Hiram Johnson, and 
others, preserved for our generation of 
American boys and girls- their heritage 
in the natural resources of the Pacific 
Northwest. 

At this time, we who are making this 
fight in the Senate do not have a friend
ly President on this issue, because our 
President has gone along with the pri
vate utilities' program under the label 
of "partnership." It is the kind of part
nership under which, as the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER] points out 
in his great article, the people get the 
fish ladders and the locks, while the pri
vate utilities get the generating forces 
of the dams and the power profits which 
come from those generating forces. 

That is why I said on an earlier occa
sion that I do not think much of a part
nership in which one of the partners 
picks the pockets of the other partner. 
The Eisenhower partnership program, 
sponsored by his Secretary of the 
Interior, is a partnership program in 
which the private utilities, as one of 
the partners, will proceed immediately 
to pick the pockets of the American tax
payer; and the private utilities have the 
audacity to say that they ought to be 
allowed to do so because, on the basis 
of their taking, they pay taxes. 

The American people need to be told 
that the great power sites belong to them 
and that the water belongs to them. 
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The Government ought to build multi
ple-purpose dams on these sites and 
have them owned by the people of the 
Nation, not by a private-utility, monop
olistic com'.Jine. That is what Senator 
NEUBERGER points out so clearly in his 
fine article. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the entire article may be print
ed in the REcoRD at this point, as a part 
of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PARTNERSHIP VERSUS THE PUBLIC INTEREST 
(By Senator RICHARD L. NEUBERGER) 

"Partnership" has become one of the most 
honored words in the lexicon of the Eisen
hower administration. It ~)eppers the Presi
d~nt's recent budget message wherever nat
ural resources are ·discussed. Indeed, neither 
the President nor Secretary of the Interior 
Douglas McKay can refer to the vast river 
systems of America without dwelling rever
entially on the term "partnership." 

The people are told that under partner
ship they are to enjoy an infinitely more 
wholesome management · of the country's 
water, timber, and public lands than under 
F ederal operation in the past. • 

"This budget," declared the President of 
his financial plans for the fiscal year 1956, 
"proposes the start of several new construc
tion projects under such partnership ar
rangements. Thus, we are continuing to de
velop our natural resources at less cost to 
the Federal Government." 

Yet, although the President and his aides 
talked frequently and fondly of partnership 
in general, rarely do administration leaders 
spell out precisely what they actually mean 
by partnership. For this, we must turn not 
to speeches and budget messages but to the 
proposed legislation through which partner
ship would be put into effect. Upon study
ing one of these bills one discovers quite a 
contrasting prospect to the idyllic descrip
tions given by the President. 

In the cold, terse lines of a printed Senate 
bill partnership becomes simply a disposal 
of resources. The American people would be 
committed not only to parting with some of 
the most valuable hydroelectric-power sites 
in the world but also to appropriating pub
lic funds so that these sites can be exploited 

· for private interests. Far from developing 
natural resources at the less cost to the Fed
eral Government boasted of by the Presi
dent, partnership over the years will deny to 
the Treasury hundreds of millions of dollars 
that might otherwise go toward reducing the 
national debt, which so worries many of the 
President's followers. 

This is perhaps the most startling aspect of 
partnership. In the name of fiscal respon
sibility, the public would be deprived of the 
income-producing features of Federal proj
ects that have been paying for themselves at 
a much more rapid rate than even their most 
enthusiastic sponsors ever dared to predict. 
When he spoke out for partnership in Ore
gon last year under the aegis of the Republi
can National Committee, Secretary of the 
Interior McKay cited the need for safeguard
ing the country's exchequer. He did not 
mention that power receipts are pouring into 
that exchequer from many of the same Fed
eral projects partnership would displace. 

The key partnership bill drafted to date 
calls for development of the John Day power 
site on the Columbia River, where the 
mightiest of America's hydroelectric streams 
forms the boundary between Oregon and 
Washington. This measure, introduced near 
the close of the 83d Congress with the ap
proval of both the Bureau of the Budget and 
the Department of the Interior, calls for a 
d am to cost approximately $320 million~ 
The Government would contribute $156 mil-· 

-lion of this sum, and the remaining $164 mil
lion would come from what the President 
refers to as "non-Federal interests," meaning 
in this particular instance the Portland Gen
eral Electric Co. Mr. McKay had originally 
announced that the State Grange and 
farmers' rural electric cooperatives might 
join with the power company as "non-Fed
eral interests," but these organizations later 
denounced the proposed partnership in 
strong terms. The co-ops said that it could 
mean the doom of public power in the North
west. 

Under the partnership bill, the Govern
ment gets as its share of the project the fish 
ladders, the navigation locks, and the flood
control gates along the spillway. Tl1.ese are 
facilities that the President regards as in
volving "a national interest," a description 
he evidently does not apply to water power. 
Kilowatts being thus less important than 
chutes for salmon or locks for stern-wheelers •. 
the "non-Federal interests" receive as their 
portion of the dam the energy produced in 
the powerhouse for a period of at least 50 
years. 

Up to this point partnership may seem a 
sound venture for the Government. The 
great dam gets built and the Treasury has to 
put up only about 49 percent of the funds, 
as compared with the 100 percent required of 
the Federal Government in the era of New 
Deal spending, when Bonneville and Grand 
Coulee rose above bedrock in the Columbia 
River. 

MR. M'ItAY, MEET MR. M'KAY 
During a nationwide TV program Secretary 

McKay, a former governor of Oregon and 
Chevrolet dealer, blurted out: "I don't think 
it's right to subsidize power out in my coun
tTy-for instance, in Oregon, Washington, 
and Idaho." 

If the Sscretary is correct in his contention 
that the Government is losing money on the 
kilowatts generated in the Northwest, then 
altruistic utility companies are merely spar
ing the Government a fiscal headache in 
offering to take over the powerhouses. What 
could be finer for the public? Partnership 
becomes a generous gesture on the part of 
Electric Bond & Share and its brethren. 

But the truth seems to be that Mr. McKay, 
like so many other administrators in the 
Capital, has failed to read material to which 
his own name is signed. In appraising the 
bank balance of the Bonneville Power Ad
ministration, the 1953 annual report of the 
Secretary of the Interior noted that the re
p ayment is substantially in excess of sched
uled requirements. 

Behind this formal language lurks one of 
the most profitable financial records of any 
Federal agency in the land. A total of $128,-
549,822 has been invested, for example, in 
construction costs, operating expenses, and 
interest in the majestic dam at Bonneville, 
where the Columbia River surges through 
the Cascadfil Mountains. Up to June 30, 
1954, $48,825,958 had been put back into the 
Treasury, through the sale of Bonneville 
current-and Bonneville Dam has been in 
full operation only since 1943. How many 
other undertakings, public or private, are 
more than 35-percent paid for after so brief 
a period? Even allowing for the decreased 
value of the dollar, the return would seem 
to look pretty good. 

Under the John Day partnership bill, the 
Government will be paid back by the utility 
corporation only the funds invested in the 
powerplant section of the dam, plus the 
cost of transmission and maintenance. Yet 
the all-Federal system of operation now in 
effect at Bonneville and Grand Coulee will 
probably return to the Treasury many times 
the total value of both projects. 

In fact, the Bonneville Power Administra
tion, which markets at wholesale the energy 
from all Government dams on the Columbia 
and its swift tributaries, has collected $340,-
565,589 in gross income out of hydroelectric
power ·receipt s. Approximately ha1f of this, 

$170,409,916, has gone to repay the original 
investment in hydroelectric facilities. The 
other half has been applied on interest and 
operating expenses. 

Although some of the present advocates 
of partnership once prophesied that the Fed
eral dams in the Northwest would never find 
a market for their "juice," the demand for· 
kilowatts extends from tidewater to the ca
nadian bounda.ry. Of the $221,462,229 spent 
on the generating features of vast Grand 
Coulee Dam, the largest edifice ever reared 
by mankind, $51,031,697 already has been 
repaid to the Treasury. Yet Grand Coulee 
has not been in full operation even as long 
as Bonneville. Its complete quota of tur
bines dates only from i954. 

By any test, these dams have been enor
mously profitable for the Government. To 
begin with, they probably would have had to 
be built anyway, to serve other purposes. 
Grand Coulee is wresting from the high des
ert 15,000 irrigated homesteads, many of 
them settled by ex-GI's. Peach orchards 
and alfalfa fields have driven back the tum
bleweed and sagebrush. And Bonneville's 
locks and lalre. have increased navigation on 
the upper Columbia River from 85,715 tons 
of cargo in 1933 to 1,343,575 tons in 1953. 
This water competition, in turn, has held 
down rail and truck freight rates. 

The income from power at the dams has 
been a bonus. Irrigation and navigation 
were the first reasons for the projects. Yet it 
is probable that this . income may pay for 
Bonneville and Grand Coulee many times 
·over before steel girders and concrete bas
tions yield at last to the erosion of wind, 
weather, and the surging river. 

THE SILENT PARTNER 
The partnership proposed by the Eisen

hower administration would end this favor
able arrangement. By putting up only about 
half the cost of a dam, a private utility com
bine would be able to monopolize the reve
nues. At the same time, the Government 
would continue to be saddled with the ap-. 
paratus that returns no cash dividends
locks and fish ladders. 

The most appropriate comparison would be 
that of two men forming . a partnership to 
build a department store. Each man chips 
in approximately half the cost. When the 
store is completed, one partner gets the re
volving doors and escalators and fire escapes; 
the other partner gets the sales counters. 
That is essentially the division proposed by 
the administration between the Govern
ment and "non-Federal interests" at dam 
sites along the Columbia River. 
. Although the opponents of partnership 

are occasionally denounced as Socialists and 
radicals, it is significant that the national 
administration itself favors some Federal 
dams. The · President has urged Congress 
to authorize the prodigious upper Colorado 
project at an ultimate cost of $1 billion. 
Curiously enough, this is not proposed as a 
partnership. One might ask why partner
ship is good for dam sites on the Colum
bia but undesirable for dam sites dotting 
the Colorado and its silty feeder streams. 

The answer is simple. The Columbia is 
the greatest power waterway in North Amer
ica. More than 40 percent of this Nation's 
latent hydroelecricity lies within its swift, 
cold reaches. Power has been produced 
more cheaply along the Columbia than any
where else in the United States. The B:m
neville Administration's wholesale rate of 
two mills a . kilowatt-hour has resulted in 
the moving of nearly half our national alu
minum production to this region, although 
not a single ounce of aluminum was smelted 
in the Pacific Northwest before 1940. Utili
ty companies that could get the Government 
to underwrite their tapping of the immense 
power potential of the Columbia would be 
waist-high in clover. 

The upper Qolorado project is something 
else again. In this realm of light rainfall • . 
many of the rivers are shallow and unreliable 
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in flow. Furthermore,. conservation groups 
are militantly opposed to the Echo Park 
Dam, which would flood out the famous Di
nosaur National Monument. Power in the 
upper Colorado is high-cost power con
trasted with that on the Columbia. Trans
mission distances are measured by horizons 
rather than miles. Industrial locations are 
few and far between. No utility corpora
tion covets these sites. Accordingly, partner
ship proposals have not come close enough 
to the upper Colorado project even to com
municate with it by smoke signals. 

This is one of the strangest phases of part
nership. Evidently it represents no fervent 
ideological goal of the administration, to 
be fought for through thick and thin. It 
is simply a question of dollars and cents-
for the pQwer companies. Where the power 
site is a choice one, the administration ad
vocates partnership with the utilities. 
Where the kilowatts are likely to be hard 
to peddle at feasible rates, the Government 
will go ahead with a socialistic Federal 
dam. This is an odd course for an adminis
tration dedicated to fiscal solvency. The 
sites that are potentially profitable will be 
developed in partnership with private cor
porations, while the marginal sites are to be 
given a spigot tapping the United States 
Treasury. 

"LOCAL" INTERESTS 

The President often uses the word "local" 
when he discusses partnership. In his opin
ion, "non-Federal interests" are generally 
local. Sometimes, in fact, they are-for 
example, at the few sites where th.e partner 
can be a municipal light plant. But "local" 
hardly describes the Idaho Power Company, 
to which the administration would give 
the great Hell's Canyon hydroelectric site, 
a 'dark and spec~acular gorge more · than a 
mile deep. 

Nearly all the largest ·holders of common 
stock in the · Idaho Power Company are 
banks and insurance compan,ies, .with head- . 
quarters thousands .of miles from Hell's 
Canyon. Only about 7 percent of the com
mon stock is owned in · the intermountain 
West, where the Snake River has 'trenched 

· America's deepest abyss. Sixty-six percent 
of the stock is held on the distant Atlantic 
Coast. On top of all this, the Idaho Power 
Company holds its annual meetings in Au
gusta, Maine, which is about as remote as 
one can be from Hell's Canyon without 
crossing an international border. 

President Eisenhower occasionally likes to 
trace the lineage of his regime back to Theo
dore Roosevelt. Mention of the Rough Ridr::r 
by President Magloire of Haiti brought noisy 
approval from a recent joint session of Con
gress. Yet one can only wonder what the 
first Roosevelt would have thought of part
nership. Gifford Pinchot, who was Roose
velt's campfire friend and chief forester, has 
told how the two of them relied upon 
subterfuge to save hydroelectric sites in the 
West from "the Power Trust." They desig
nated as forest ranger station locations the 
places along roaring mountain rivers where 
the utilities planned to stake out claims. 

"Power sites were passing into corporate 
hands in ways both legal and illegal," Pin
chat wrote in his autobiography, Breaking 
New Ground. "Some of these ranger sta
tions we located deliberately on water-power 
sites, in order to ensure some form of Gov
ernment control • • •. A certain number 
of ranger stations were applied for which 
were needed less for rangers than to give 
the Government a temporary hold on some 
power site and prevent the power octopus 
from sucking it in." 

The difference between these tactics and 
the partnership program of the present ad
mi.nistration need not be elaborated upon. 
Roosevelt and Pinchot stretched the law 
to keep power sites in the West out of pri
vate hands. Mr. Eisenhower and Secretary 

McKay seek authorization to use Federal 
funds to develop western water-power sites 
for the benefit of private utilities. 

THE EARTH BELONGS OF RIGHT 

Tumbling plumes of water are not the 
only public property now being subjected 
to the dubious blessings of partnership. 
Through its Departments of Agriculture and 
Interior, the administration has endorsed 
two proposals that would make big timber 
operators and a handful of favored livestock 
owners the partners of the American people 
in managing our national forests. A tim
ber-exchange bill would require that lum
bermen whose acreage was taken by the 
Government for any purpose could demand 
choice Government forest land in return. 

Lyle F. Watts, formerly Chief of the United 
States Forest Service, contends that the bill 
has been so drawn as to apply only to the 
largest lumber operators. "It's a big man's 
bill," he adds. 

Furthermore, the bill places lumber on a 
higher legal plane than any other possession 
of the human race. Ever since George Wash
ington's era, the Government has had an 
obligation to pay only in money whenever 
it commandeered property-whether the 
property consisted of a farm, church, factory, 
or school. Under the terms of the timber
exchange bill, money would not be suf
ficient. Lumbermen would be entitled to 
redemption in kind, a privilege never vouch
safed to the farmer whose home is acquired 
for a highway or a military cantonment. In 
addition, the lumbermen might pick na
tional forest lands that furnish recreation 
for thousands of skiers or campers. 

Another bill would increase the equity 
of livestock operators in the 44 . percent 
of national forests _ which comprise grazing 
lands. Under this particular variety of part
nership, the authority of rangers to police 
mountain meadows belonging to the public 
would be modified. By making a few minor 
improvements in the range, stockmen might 
be · able to sell grazing permits when they 
sold their ranches, although these permits 
are for land supposedly belonging to the 
Government. A permit to graze only a hun
dred head of cattle on national forest lands 
could add at least $25,000 to the value of a 
ranch. Even today the 61 million acres of 
western national forest lands used for graz
ing are monopolized by a mere 3.5 percent 
of western stockgrowers. 

Outdoor organizations have warned that 
the bill would give 18,000 stockmen a higher 
claim on the national forests than 30 mil
lion vacationers and sightseers. "Under 
such a program," . warns the Denver Post, 
"our national forests would be put in hock 
to one particular group of forest users." Yet 
this bill passed the Senate with administra
tion backing last year by a vote of 44 to 41, 
and was blocked in the House only by the 
eleventh-hour rush that occurs when . con
gressional valises and Presidential fishing 
rods are packed. . 

"Partnership" is a reas~uring word to most 
Americans. It implies mutuality of interest, 
a sharing of losses and gains. But the 
curious partnership suggested by the na
tional administration in the development of 
the most ·valuable natural resources still be
longing to the American people calls for all 
the losses to be on one side and all the gains 
on the other. The appeal of partnership has 
depended to date upon ignorance of the true 
facts. 

"The earth," said Gifford Pinchot, who 
founded our Federal forest reserves, "belongs 
of right to all its people, and not to a mi
nority, insignificant in numbers but tre
mendous in wealth and power. The public 
good must come first." 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in clos
ing, I wish to say that the Democratic 
Senators of the Pacific Northwest intend 
to continue this year to fight as valiantly 

as they can to awaken the people of the 
United States to the need for the build
ing of John Day Dam as a Federal proj
ect. I say to the people of the State of 
Oregon that if it is not to be built as a 
Federal project, then, remember, it will 
be because we were stopped by a Republi
can administration. The time has come 
to put the Republican members of the 
State legislature, which adopted the 
memorial to which I referred early in my 
remarks, right on the political spot, and 
to ask them to stand up and be counted: 
First, are you for the John Day Dam as a 
Federal project, and are you doing every
thing you can to get the Republican ad
ministration to see the importance to the 
economic welfare not only of the Pacific 
Northwest, but of the country as a whole, · 
from the building of John Day Dam as a 
Federal project? 

Second, are you for Hells Canyon Dam 
as a Federal project? And are you, as 
Republican members of the legislature, 
doing everything you should be doing to 
get a Republican administration to walk 
out of the agreement which it has 
entered into with the private utilities, 
because that agreement is against the 
public interest? Do you intend to re
pudiate it and serve notice on the Nation 
that the Republican administration will 
have no more of a partnership arrange
ment whereby the private utility partner 
proceeds to pick the pockets of the 
American taxpayer? 

Let me make it clear that so far as I 
am concerned, this fight has just started. 
I am satisfied that once the American 
people, in all sections of the country, not 
only in the Pacific Northwest, but also 
in Massachusetts, New York, Florida, the 
Middle West, and the South, come to un
derstand that we who are fighting for 
the building of John Day and Hells 
Canyon Dams as Federal projects are 
fighting to protect the interests of this 
generation and also future generations 
in the natural resources of the country, 
they will react with approval to our posi
tion, and they will show their approval 
in 1956. 

AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL 
HOUSING ACT 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of Calendar No. 36, joint reso
lution <S. J. Res. 42) to amend the 
National Housing Act, as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BIBLE 
in the chair) . The question is on agree
ing to the motion of the Senator from 
Kentucky. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the joint 
resolution (S. J. Res. 42) to amend the 
National Housing Act, as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint 
resolution is open to amendment. If 
there be no amendment to be offered, the 
question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, and was 
read the third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is, Shall the joint resolution 
be passed? 
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Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, it 
is my understanding that the senior 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] de· 
sired to make a statement on the joint 
resolution. I note the Senator from Vir
ginia is now present. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the senior Senator from 
Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I simply 
wish to make clear my objections to the 
joint resolution. I shall vote against the. 
pending joint resolution f<>r numerous 
reasons. In my judgment, any one of 
these reasons would be sufficient to jus
tify winding up all the Federal housing 
programs. 

One of the reasons is the fact that a 
relatively limited examination of a small 
minority of accounts in only one of the 
many housing programs has developed 
scandals beyond compare in the history 
of our Government. 

Another reason is the ·fact that the 
legislation under which these programs 
are promoted is loose beyond repair. 
This has resulted in lax administration. 
And the combination has attracted 
racketeers who have infiltrated the hous
ing industry to exploit buyers, tenants; 
and the reputations of honest builders· 
and lending institutions. 
· The whole housing program is now 
suffering with a scandal cancer which 
bears marked similarity to the one that 
infested the RFC in its notorious latter 
days. · 

In short, like the RFC, the housing
programs. were originated as depr.ession.. 
measures; war emergencies caused an 
otherwise unjustified survival of these 
programs; and in postwar inflation they 
have outlived their usefulness and be
come a lucrative haven for unscrupulous 

exploiters of public credit and Federal 
Government largesse. 

During the 21 years since 1933, in 
guaranteed, insured, and direct loans, 
direct appropriations, appropriations for 
payments in lieu of taxes, appropriations 
for the purchase of capital stock, and so 
on, the Federal Government has used 
public credit and funds to subsidize do
mestic housing. to a gross total of more 
than $60 billion. 

I use the term "subsidize" advisedly.
I know it will be argued that real prop
erty stands back of the housing loans, 
which may be foreclosed. 1 know also 
that fortunately a minimum number of 
foreclosures has been necessary to date, 
because of war conditions and inflated 
markets. But I know also that if and 
when the real estate bubble deflates ever 
so slightly, there will be a wild clamor 
for the public, through Federal housing 
programs, to absorb the losses. 

A tremendous amount of this . public 
credit has been used for private gain at 
the expense of buyers, tenants, and the 
Government. The notorious 608 pro
gram of FHA is one example, if an ex
ample is needed. 

This"public credit has been made avail-
able -in the form of contingent debt, and 
the Federal mo-ney has been made avail
able by direct drafts on the Treasury 
outside of budgetary control and appro
priation procedure, as well as through 
direct appropriations, and just about 
every other conceivable financing device. 

The housing subsidies which have·been 
provided in the form of direct appro
priations represent a high degree of total
financial loss to the Government. 

The loss in insured, guaranteed, and 
direct loans is impossible of estimate for· 
several reasons. 

Most of them are long-term loans, of 
duration ranging up to 40 years. 

In the case of insured loans, most of 
the relatively rare cases of foreciosure 
to date have been followed by disposing 
of the property again under other pub
licly insured loans. 

Gross reserves from earnings for all 
the housing programs, exclusive of Fed
eral Home Loan banks and Federal Sa v
ings and Loan Insurance Corporation, 
total iess than $300 million against ap
proximately $35 billion in direct, guar· 
anteed, and insured loans outstanding. 
' Most of the authority to lend directly, 
purchase mortgages, and insure loans 
contemplates revolving funds so ·as to 
provide continuing use of the authority. 

A summary, in gross figures, o"f public 
credit and Federal funds which have 
been used since 1933 is set forth in a 
table which I shall ask to have printed 
following my remarks. 

The figures in the table are gross, and 
they do not reflect such repayments as 
have been made. Its purpose is simply 
to show the tremendous extent to which 
public credit and Federal 'funds have 
been · u~red to subsidize ·domestic civilian 
housing. 
· The $60 billion total is more than all 
the agricultural subsidies in this period; 
it is more than all the transportation 
subsidies, including postal deficits; and. 
:ls more than all the foreign aid expendi
tures. It ought to be enough. 

I ask to have printed the table to 
which I have referred, showing the com· 
pilation of gross figures to demonstrate 
the magnitude of the Federal housing 
program. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Summary o/ public e1·ed,it and money (gross) which have been made available tmder Federal housing programs-1933 to June 30, 1954 

[In thousand~] 

Authority to make loans, 
grants, purchase mort
gages, and insure loans 

Authority to expend from public
debt receipts Appropriations 

Program 1-----,------1-----;------;-----l----.,-----1 ~~~i~~s- R~~~~es 

Pa:v
ments 

to U.S. 
Treasury 
(interest, 

Cumulated 
Total current gross total Total 

current 
authority 

Gross 
amount 

borrowed 

Unex- expenses t earnings divi
dends, 

and 
capital) 

authority authority 
used 

Owed to 
Treasury Total pended · 

balance 

---------------------~-1-------l---------l-------l--------l--------l-------l------------ ------------
Housing and Home Finance Agency: 

Authority to make loans, grants and purchase 
· mortgages: 

Office of the Administrator: 
Housing loans for educational institu-tions _________ , _________ ____ __ _____ __ _ 
Slum clearance and urban redevelop

ment: 
• Loans. ____ -------------------------Capital gl-ants ___________ ____ ____ __ _ 

Federal National Mortgage Associa-
tion 4 ______________ -------------------

Home Loan Bank Board: 
Federal home-loan banks ______________ _ 
Federal Savings and Loan Insurance 

2$300,000 

2 1, 000,000 
500,000 

3, 650, ooo · 
(7) 

t49, 624 $300,000 $51,500 $51,500 $953 

49,806 1,000,000 38,000 38,000 ------------ ----------} 
19,401 ------------ ------------ ------------ $28,000 $8,599 

6, 891 

2, 365, 000 s 3, 650, 000 3, 716,463 2, 233, 210 --------~-- - - --------- 13,848 

(7) 1, 000,000 

Corporations __ _________ _______ _______ (9) -------------- 750,000 ------------ ------------ ----------- - - --------- 7, 287 
Home Owners Loan Corporation _______ -- ------------ 3, 498,903 ------------ 3, 279, 669 ------------ ------------ ---------- 272,792 

Public Housing Administration: 

Annual contnbutwns___________________ 336,000 160,715 --------- - -- ------------ -------- - --- 169,422 14,640 · 78, 278 
Administrati~e e~'TJenses _____ __________ _ -------~------ ------ ------- - ------------ ------------ ------------ 37,941 321 } 

Loan authorization_________________ ____ 2 1, 500,000 3, 882, 137 1, 500,000 4, 445,256 215,000 _____________________ _ 

Total, authority to make loans, 

3$792 

I 983 

$35,683 3 6188,814 

39, 362 6 s 150, 917 

147, 620 6 s 69, 226 
8 200,000 

{===~~ii6= ===a=i~~~i~ 
grants, and purchase mortgages ____ _ 7, 286,000 10, 025, 586 8, 200, 000 11, 530, 889 2, 537, 710 235,362 23, 559 380, 048 226, 795 700, 619 

i=========i========l========l=======i======~========i======l======i======;====== 
1 JncludcR l'xpPnditurcs from appropriated and agency funds. 
2 Lending authority is limited by corporate resources, including aut11ority to ex

pend from public-debt receipts shown in col. 3. Generally, lending authority is 
approximately equal to authority to expend from public-debt receipts. 

a Interest. 
4 Figures are cumulative sinre transfer to Housing and Home Finance Agency. 

:R ecords of business in this program while it was under RFC were not readily 
an:•.ilahle. 

s Federal National Mortgage Association could borrow from the Treasury any 
amount sufficient to finance -its portfolio of mortgages. 

6 Dividends. 
7 Figures for Federal home-loan banks are excluded because they are now privat<'ly 

owned. The total amount of loans that may be outstanding at any one time is 
limited to 12 times the amount of their capital which on June 30, 1954, was $420,532,700. 
Gross loans made through June 30, 1954, was $5,599,302,297. 

s Capitol. 
9 '.rhere is no monetary limitation on the lendjng authority cf this Corporation 

which is authorized to make loans to insured institutions to prevent default. 
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Summary of public credit and money (gross) which have been made available under Federal housing program&---1933 to J une 30, 19o4-Con; 

[In thousands] 

Program 

Authority to expend from public
debt receipts Appropriations 

Authority to make loans, 
grants, purchase mort
gages, and insure loans 

1-----.-------1----.------.-----1-----.-----1 ~~~i~~s- R~;.~~es 
Cumulated 

Total current gross total 
authority authority 

used 

Total 
current 

authority 

Gross 
amount 

borrowed 
Owed to 
Treasury 

Unex-
Total pended 

balance 

expenses earnings 

Pay-
ments 

to U.S. 
'.rreasury 
(interest, 

divi
dends, 

and 
capital) 

----~~----------~-----------l--------l--------l--------l-------1------l--------l---------------- -----

Ilvusing and Home Finance Agency-Continued 
Authority to insure loans : 

Federal Housing Administration: 
Title I: 

Insurance program, sec. 2 (home 
improvement)____________________ $1,750,000 

Housing insurance program, sec. 8--
Title II: 

Mutual mortgage insurance pro
gram, sec. 203, 1- to 4-family ------

Housing insurance program, sec. 
207-210, rental._-----------------

Housing insurance program, sec. 
213, cooperative ____ --------------

Title VI: 
War housing insurance program: 

Sec. 603, 1- to 4-family _ --- ----- -
Sec. 608, multiple rentaL-- ----- 1o 20,342,863 
Sec. 609------- -------- -- ------- 
Sec. 610----- ---------- ----------Sec. 61L _______________________ _ 

Title VII: Housing investment insur-
ance program, sec. 701 ____ __ _________ _ 

Title VIII: 
Military housing, sec. 803 ___ ______ _ _ 

Title IX: 
Defeme housing: 

Sec. 903------------- ----- ------
Sec. 908-------------------------

$7,256,271 
104, 521 

17,452,328 

357, 123 

365, 205 

3, 645, 260 
3, 439,771 

5, 030 
24,462 
12,546 

596, 228 

428, 753 
58,698 

, 38, 244 
8, 333 

41,994 

4, 170 

5, 000 

1,000 

5, 000 

----------

----------

==== === ===== ============ ============ ============ ========== } 

$31, 142 
1, 826 

221, 112 

13, 739 

70, 196 

39 

4,137 

4, 091 

$29,387 
449 

64,198 

676 

106,498 

- 77 

9,196 

739 

8$8,333 

3 8 59,054 

3 8 5, 557 

3 8 6, 390 

3 8 1, 108 

3 8 5, 441 

Total, authority to insure 
loans __ _______________ _____ -l==2~2,=0=92=,=8=63=l==3=4=, 4=4=6,=1=9=7 =!=_=_=_=_ -=-=--=-=--=-=!=·=-=--=-=-=--=-=--=-=!=_=_=_ -=-=-_=_=_=_ -=-d==1=03='=74=1=l==== 316, 282 211, 067 85, 883 

Other: 
Office of the Administrator: 

Lanham public works __________________ - ------------- --- ----------- -- -------- -- ------------ ----------- - 13 65,807 
Defense community facilities and serv-

It~~ ===== === ==== ============ ============ } 

ices: 
Loans __ ------------ -- -------------- --------- - ----
Grants ___ -----------·--------------- ---- - ---------

20,625 

Advanced planning of non-Federal 
public works: 

1st advanced planning ______________ -------------- -- --- - -------- __________ .:_ - ----------- ------------ 65, 000 
2d advanced planning_- --- --------- --- ----------- --- -- -- _ ---- __ ----------- - ------------ ------------ 28, 607 

Alaska housing program ___ _____________ -------------- 17,753 -- ------ ---- ------------ ------------ 19,000 
Loans for prefabricated housing ______ __ ._ (11) 52,444 (11) $36,170 $12,801 (11) 

Public Housing Administration: . 
Public war housing ________ _____________ -------------- ------------ -- ----------- - -- --------- - ----------- - 13 1, 654,978 
Subsistence homesteads and Green-

towns ___________________ ---- ------- -- __ --- --- _ --- _- -------- _- --- _ ------ ---- -- ------------ __ -- ___ ___ _ _ 13 62, 454 
Veterans' reused housing program ______ --- ---- ------- ------------ - - ------------ - --- -------- ------------ 13 442,625 
Homes conversion program _____________ - ---- ----- -- -- -------------- ------------ ----- ------- ---- -- -- ---- 13 90,109 

---- ------- - 12,801 

$6,130 

5, 018 

8, 673 

171 

19,991 84,442 36, 170 2, 449,206 Total, other ___ ______ ----------------- --------------
l---------l--------l-------·l------l·-------1-------·l----

Total, Housing and Home Finance 
44, 556, 225 $8,200,000 11,567,059 2, 550,510 2, 788,309 43,550 

.AgcnCY-----------------------------1==29='=3=7=8,=8=63=1======1=====1=====1==:::====1========1==== 
Veterans' Administration: 

Guaranteed loans ______ __ -----------------------
Direct loans----------------------------------- -

(14) 
411,093 

12,439,634 
343,860 

------------
366,719 

------- ----- ----363~741- } 613,211 366,719 
l--------ll----------l--------·1--------l-------- l---------l-------

400 3197 

250 3 843 

2, 083 8 19,820 
1, 856 3 8 6, 529 

403 ---------- ----------
754 3121,446 

89,007 25,000 8 408,363 

1, 850 8 20,499 
14,639 8 36, 472 
10, 910 8 29, 278 

---- ------- -
122,153 25,000 522,647 

---- ------- -
848,483 462,863 1, 309,179 

-------- - ---

90,772 {---8;335- 3 39,081 
3 8,126 

-------- - ---
Total, Veterans' Administration_____________ _ 411,093 12, 783,494 366, 179 366, 719 363,741 613,211 90,772 8, 335 47, 207 

1==========1========1========1====~=1=~====1=~==1==================== 
D epartment of Agriculture: 

Farmers' Home Administration: 
Farm ownership loans: 

Pn~~;!J~~~~-s~----~=== ==== = ============== = 17
1

~58; ggg 
Title V, Housing Act of 1949: 

Farm housing loans.------ -- ----------- ll15, 950 
Farm housing grants ___________ ___ __ ___ -- -- ----------
Contributions ______________ ---_---- __ -- ------------ --

418,732 
75,319 

97, 305 
364 
86 

11 19, 550 444,446 (16) 

11 15,950 97, 174 (16) 

30,000 ----------

1, 350 -------- --
1,050 ----- -----

.(16) 
(16) 

(16) 
(16) 

(16) 

(10) 

------------ ------------ ---------- -- ------------ ---------- ---------- ---------- ----------
Total, D epartment of Agriculture____ 135,500 591,805 35,500 541,620 --- --- ------ 32,400 ___________________ __ __________________ _ 

1===~=1====~=1====~=1====~=1======1=~===1== = ===== = 
Grand totaL __ ---------------------- - 29, 925, 455 18 57,931, 524 8, 602,219 12,475,398 2, 914, 252 . 3, 433,921 43,550 939,254 471,198 1, 356,386 

3 Interest. 
8 Capital. · 

H Authonty is unl1mited, except by maximum to which individual loans may be 
guaranteed. 

u This is the amount authorized by Congress for fiscal year 1954. Authority is 10 May be increased by $500 million upon approval of the President. 
11 Authority to make loans and to borrow from public-debt receipts has expired. granted annually . 

16 Not available. 
17 Annual limitation. 

This program is now in liquidation. Notes were canceled by the Treasury in the 
amount of $3,383,339 before June 30, 1954. 

12 Interest paid by Housing and Home Finance Agency on notes since 1950. Does 
not include interest paid to Treasury while program was under RFC. 

1s This is a cumulative gross total of loans and grants made, mortgages purchased, 
and loans insured. It does not reflect repayments. 

13 Represents allocations or reallocations to Public Housing Administration and its 
predecessor agencies on the basis of the best information available. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I should 
like to make the RECORD clear that I shall 
vote in the negative on the passage of 
the joint resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question recurs on the passage of the 
joint resolution. 

The joint resolution (8. J. Res. 42) 
was passed, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That section 217 of the Na
tional Housing Act, as amended, is hereby 
amended by striking out "$1,500,000,000, ex
·cept that with the approval of the President 
such aggregate amount may be increased by 
not to exceed $500,000,000' ' and inserting in 
lieu thereof "$3,500,000,000." 

PEACETIME APPLICATION OF 
ATOMIC ENERGY 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, in his 
closing remarks at the Bangkok Confer
ence this morning, Secretary of State 
Dulles urged the members attending the 
Conference to par ticipate with the 
United States in the peacetime applica-
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tions of atomic energy. Such coopera
tion was made possible by the general 
authorization for agreements for coop
eration incorporated in the Atomic En
ergy Act of 1954. 

I think it is especially meaningful that, 
at this conference devoted to the broad 
problems of southeast Asia, the Secre
tary placed emphasis on the peaceful uses 
of atomic energy. I can think of no more 
appropriate time or place for him to 
have made his statement. The closing 
sentence of Secretary Dulles' speech this 
morning was: 

My Government is resolved that we shall 
do all in our power to assure that these 
banefits are increased and are widely avail-
able to our friends. · 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Agreements for Cooperation of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, I wish to 
endorse the position taken by Secretary 
Dulles in Bangkok. I shall do everything 
within my power to insure that the 
agreements for cooperation which are 
negotiated by the State Department and 
the Atomic Energy Commission and 
which are duly submitted for review to 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
are handled promptly and receive every 
encouragement. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in my remarks the 
full text of that portion of the state
ment by Secretary Dulles in Bangkok 
this morning which deals with peace-
time atomic cooperation. · 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be placed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF PEACEFUL USES OF ATOMIC 

ENERGY MADE BY SECRETARY OF STATE DUR
ING ECONOMIC DISCUSSION ON FRIDAY 
MORNING, FEBRUARY 25, 1955, AT THE BANG
KOK CONFERENCE 
In considering measures which will 

strengthen the economic shelf of our Nation 
and speed their development, we look to the 
opportunities of the future as well as the 
problems of the present. New hope of a fu
ture of human well-being is stirred by the 
possible peaceful uses of · atomic energy. 
The vision of atoms as the servant of man
kind rather than its destroyer, which Presi
dent Eisenhower eloquently presented to the 
U.N. General Assembly on December 8, 1953, 
has caught the imagination of men every-:
where. The unanimous endorsement by the 
Ninth General Assembly of steps taken to 
implement the President's "Atoms for Peace" 
proposal testified to the continuing validity 
of this vision. 

Four of the nations represented here are 
engaged in the present negotiations to estab
lish an international atomic energy agency, 
and we look forward to the participation in 
due course of all of us. 

Discussion in the United Nations and offi
cial notice from the United States Embassies 
in this con.ference have, no doubt, given in
formation as to the assistance program which 
the United States has undertaken now in the 
period while the agency is being established. 
I wish to take this opportunity to express 
directly the sincere hope of my Government 
that each of you will take full advantage of 
these various programs. I note with grati
fication that, in the first reactor training 
course to be conducted at our Atomic Energy 
Commission's Argonne National Laboratory, 
10 students will attend from nations repre
sented here. Two students each from Aus
tralia, France, the Philippines, Pakistan, and 
Thailand, have been selected for this course 
which commences in March. I hope that you 

will send other students to the second course 
next fall. 

I am pleased also that applications from 
Australia and Thailand have been received 
for the special course in radioisotopes tech
nique to be given in May 1955. The most 
sympathetic consideration is being given to 
these applications, and to the request for 
technical libraries received from Australia 
and France. We will be happy to receive 
other requests for libraries and for partici
pation in the various training programs. 

My Government believes that these pre
paratory programs raise the realistic ap
proach to mastering of the basic technique 
of utilization of the atom. Through mas
tery and extension of these techniques we 
work toward the vast potential contribution 
of the atom to our healthier prosperity. 
The bold 10-year program of construction 
of nuclear power stations, recently an
nounced by the United Kingdom is a heart
ening affirmation that the promise of atomic 
energy is not a matter of the distant future. 
The vigorous basic program on which you 
are now all embarking is evidence that you 
will be prepared to share in these benefits .. 
The cooperation which my Government is 
prepared to offer under the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954 is not limited to training. As 
you are aware, 100 kilograms of fissionable 
material have been set aside for use in con
struction of research reactors in other coun
tries. Our Department of State and Atomic 
Energy Commission are ready to discuss with 
interested countries the negotiation of agree
ments for cooperation under which some of 
this nuclear fuel could be made available. 
I am confident also that, beyond the pro
grams of assistance which have been formu
lated -and announced, there are other ways 
in which we can be of help. If you will 
present your proposals and inquiries regard
ing possible cooperation and assistance, they 
will receive careful and sympathetic study. 

Already the application of atomic energy 
in science, medicine, agriculture, and indus
try is of substantial value. My Govern
ment is resolved that we shall do all in our 
power to assure that these benefits are in
creased and are widely available to our 
friends. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, last 
fall a special subcommittee of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy visited 
many of the countries represented at the 
Bangkok Conference. The report of that 
subcommittee was placed in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD on February 18 by the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER], who 
was the acting chairman on the trip. 
The effectiveness and appropriateness of 
the trip was particularly emphasized in 
the newspapers of the country on the 
day the report was released. 

The subcommittee found that in most 
countries which they visited the new cli
mate for international cooperation in 
atomic energy, which has developed here 
in the United States, was inadequately 
understood. This was true in India, 
which had long been interested in get
ting United States assistance in obtain
ing a supply of heavy water for a large 
research reactor to be built by their 
Atomic Energy Commission. The sub
committee urged the Indian Government 
to renew its request for our assistance on 
this matter, and on the very day there
port of the subcommittee was issued the 
Atomic Energy Commission announced 
that it had approved the renewed Indian 
request. 

In these days of talk about H-bombs, 
radiation fallout, and all the accom
panying horrors which could result from 

a new world conflict, it is all too easy to 
lose sight of the fact that we must get on 
with constructive steps so that this will 
be a better world in which to live. Ap
propriate as it may be to talk about de
fending free nations against commu
nism, it is not enough. We must do 
everything in our power to demonstrate 
to our friends in the free countries 
around the world that staying free from 
communism is worth while. Secretary 
Dulles has made this very clear at Bang
kok, for during the past week he has not 
only given to the Southeast Asian na
tions assurances that the United States 
stands ready to assist them in defending 
themselves against communistic aggres
sion, but-equally important-he has 
now given them the strong assurances 
of the United States that this most ad
vanced tool available to mankind will be 
used in every way possible to raise the 
standards of living, to improve health, 
and to make their countries better places 
for their people. 

I think it is also important to call at
tention to the fact that we are not pro
posing an atomic Marshall Plan for 
Southeast Asia or any other part of the 
world. What Secretary Dulles called 
to the attention of his colleagues in 
Bangkok was that we stand ready to 
assist them in whatever way they may 
desire. We are not seeking to impose 
our way of living upon them. This is the 
very point the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
BRICKER] expressed so effectively on the 
Senate ftoor, last Friday. We can be 
friends and we can have friends, pro:. 
vided we recognize the freedom these 
people must have to choose the kind of 
world in which they wish to live. And 
we must stand ready to assist them in 
obtaining what they want in the field of 
atomic energy. 

Mr. President, I take this opportunity 
to commend Secretary Dulles for ending 
the Bangkok Conference on this note. It 
was an act of true statesmanship, and 
deserves the bipartisan support which I 
am sure it is receiving and will continue 
to receive in the Congress of the United 
States. 

INCREASE IN SALARIES OF JUSTICES 
AND JUDGES OF THE UNITED 
STATES COURTS AND MEMBERS 
OF CONGRESS-CONFERENCE RE
PORT 
Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
submit a report of the committee of con
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill <H. R. 3828) to adjust 
the salaries of judges of United States 
courts, United States attorneys, Mem
bers of Congress, and for other purposes. 
I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the report. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. There

port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 
(For conference report, see House pro

ceedings, pp. 2160-2161.) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
should like to make a brief statement 
concerning the report. 

The conferees met for approximately 
2 hours on yesterday, to try to work out 
the differences between the House and 
the Senate versions of this proposed leg
islation. In the effort to agree upon a 
report which could. be submitted to the 
two Houses the point of give or take was 
reached. The report has already been 
agreed to by the House of Representa
tives, and is now before the Senate. 

In regard to the salaries of the mem
bers of the judiciary-the judges-there 
was no substantial difference between 
the House and the Senate figures. I do 
not think there is any particular argu
ment on that score. 

The House version of the bill provided 
for an effective date, insofar as the judi
ciary is concerned, of January 1, 1955-
that is to say, retroactive to that date. 
As for the congressional salaries, the 
House version provided for a date retro
active to the beginning of this term, 
namely, to January 5, 1955. On that 
point the conferees on the part of the 
Senate insisted upon the Senate version; 
and the House receded and agreed to 
substantially the position taken by the 
Senate, namely, that the new rate would 
become effective on the first day of the 
first month after the bill became a law. 
The language agreed upon was that it 
would become effective on the 1st of 
March, which is substantially in accord
ance with the position taken by the 
Senate. 

The House version contained a section 
4, which authorized an increase in the 
salaries of members of the professional 
staff of committees. It also authorized 
an increase in the salaries of clerical em
ployees of the various legislative com
mittees, and proposed amending the law 
by raising the ceiling on such salaries to 
$14,800, instead of the present ceiling 
of $11,646. In the conference, the House 
conferees insisted very strongly upon 
that provision with reference to legis
lative employees. Such a provision was 
not contained in the Senate version of 
the bill. 

In the statement by the managers on 
the part of the House, the following 
appears: 

COMPENSATION OF LEGISLATIVE EMPLOYEES 

The House version of the bill contained a 
provision to raise the maximum basic com
pensation of professional and clerical staff 
members of the standing committees to 
$10,000 and further provided that the ceiling 
of $11,646 as it related to legislative em
ployees be adjusted so that the ceiling exist
ing under the classified pay act should be 
substituted therefor. The House receded 
from its insistence on this provision, which 
was not contained in the Senate version of 
the bill, but it was the opinion of the con-

ferees on the part of both Houses that some 
adjustment should be made relating to pay 
increases to legislative personnel. It was the 
further sense of the conferees that the re
spective committees of each House explore 
the salaries of all legislative personnel for 
the purpose of an upward adjustment in re
latio~ to their pay as it is believed that this 
matter is essentially one which should be the 
subject of a pay act applying to all legislative 
personnel. 

Mr. President, let me point out that 
this matter is before another committee, 
which is considering it. Furthermore, 
there was not very much testimony about 
it; in fact, the Senate had absolutely 
none on it. So our position was that 
this item should not be approved and 
agreed to by the Senate. After a 
lengthy argument the House conferees 
receded and the Senate position was sus
tained. 

The House bill also contained a pro
vision for increasing the amount which 
United States district attorneys and 
their assistants might be paid. Under 
present language in appropriation bills 
the ceiling is $15,000. The minimum 
for a· United States district attorney is 
$12,000. The ceiling for assistant United 
States district attorneys is $12,000, and 
the minimum is $6,000. 

There was substantial testimony before 
the Judiciary Committee on the ques
tion of district attorneys. Mr. Brown
ell testified, as did Mr. Rogers, the 
Deputy Attorney General, who appeared 
on behalf of Mr. Brownell. There was 
also a statement by Mr. Segal, Chair
man of the Joint Commission, in which 
he said that while the Commission had 
no authority to report officially on the 
question of salaries for United States dis
trict attorneys, the members of the 
Commission felt that they should be 
given an increase. It was testified that 
there was a great deal of difficulty in ob
taining and keeping competent men as 
United States attorneys, particularly in 
the larger cities. It was said that the 
importance and volume of Federal legis
lation had greatly increased, requiring 
excellent lawyers to handle the impor
tant cases, in which at times there are 
involved corporations which have a great 
many highly paid lawyers. It was testi
fied that in order to obtain the services 
of the kind of attorneys necessary prop
erly to represent the best interests of our 
Government in connection with Federal 
legislation, the salaries of such attorneys 
should be increased. 

The Senate Judiciary Committee dis
cussed this subject at some length. Our 
opinion at the time the bill ·was passed 
was that, in the interest of proper ad
ministration of justice, district attor
neys and their assistants should be given 
an increase; but inasmuch as that sub
ject was not covered in the Segal Com
mission report, we did not include it in 
the bill. 

The press of the Nation has generally 
been in favor of increasing the compen
sation of United States district attor
neys. I have before me an editorial from 
Washington Star of this afternoon, in 
which the conclusions reached by the 
conferees are highly commended. The 
editorial states that it is believed that, 
in the give and take of the conference, 
a good job had been done. Particular 

pleasure is expressed over the fact that 
something had been done with respect 
to United States district attorneys. 

On this item the Senate conferees 
receded and accepted the House provi
sion. Under the new language the salary 
range for district attorneys will be 
$12,000 to $20,000. That does not mean 
that they will be paid $20,000, but the 
Attorney General is given discretion to 
decide as to the worth of a man, what 
salary is required to keep him, and the 
importance of the work in a particular 
judicial district. The Attorney General 
will be enabled to fix salaries for United 
States district attorneys between the two 
figures named. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I shall be glad to 
yield to the Senator from Louisiana in 
a moment. 

Under the present rule of the Attorney 
General district attorneys may not en
gage in outside law practice, as they 
formerly did. The conferees considered 
writing into law the prohibition which 
now exists by virtue of an order of the 
executive department. However, feel
ing that such a provision would be sub
ject to a point of order, the conferees 
omitted it. It is our feeling that the 
order referred to should be continued. 
The conferees expressed themselves as 
being willing to support a bill to write 
into permanent law the prohibition 
against engaging in other law practice, 
which prohibition is currently imposed 
upon United States district attorneys. 

I now yield to the Senator from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. What is the present 
range of salaries for Federal district 
attorneys? · 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The present range 
of salaries is from $12,000 to $15,000. 

Mr. ELLENDER. And the conferees 
propose to increase the maximum by 
$5,000? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The conferees pro
posed to increase the maximum so as to 
provide for a range from $12,000 to 
$20,000. 

Mr. ELLENDER. What caused the 
Senate conferees to change their minds? 
As r" remember, when the distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE] 
submitted an amendment to the Senate 
bill to include district attorneys, the 
Senator from Tennessee took the posi
tion that inasmuch as we were dealing 
with salaries of the judiciary and of 
Members of Congress, it was not felt that 
the salaries of district attorneys should 
be covered by the. bill, but should be 
excluded from it. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. 
Mr. ELLENDER. What caused the 

conferees to change their minds? 
Mr. KEFAUVER. The position I took 

in the debate was the position of the 
Senate conferees in the conference. I 
will say frankly that that is the way 
I feel now, and I think all the other Sen
ate conferees feel that this is a subject 
which should be handled in separate 
legislation. However, the House con
ferees receded on the matter of legis
lative increases, and on raising the ceil
ing for certain legislative employees. 
This was a conference of give and take. 
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We felt that authorization of an increase 
in the salaries of district attorneys had a 
close connection with problems affecting 
the judiciary, in the administration of 
justice. We felt that the salaries of .dis
trict attorneys were closely related to 
judicial salaries. We had to recede in 
order to bring a bill out of conference. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. As I recall, the con

gressional salary level fixed in the House 
version was $22,500, plus an expense ac
count. The Senator stated that the con
ference was a matter of give and take, 
and that in order to reach an agree
ment, the Senate conferees receded with 
respect to the provision for district at
torneys, but with respect to the salaries 
of Members of Congress, the House con
ferees receded. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. No: I stated that 
with respect to legislative employees, the 
House conferees receded. I refer to sec
tion 4 of the House version of the bill. 
The Senator will recall that the bill 
proposed to increase the salaries of pro
fessional staff members, and also of cler
ical employees of Congress. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Did not that pro
vision relate only to the staffs of com
mittees, that is the heads of committee 
staffs? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It would have in
creased the salaries, not only of the 
heads of committee staffs, but of all pro
fessional staff members. 

Mr. ELLENDER . . I thought the House 
version of the bill pertained to commit
tee staffs only, and not to the staffs of 
the Members of Congress. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That may be cor
rect, although I believe that employees 
in a Senator's office whose salaries are 
held down by virtue of the classification 
ceiling of $11,646 would be benefited by 
raising the ceiling. 

Mr. ELLENDER. With respect to the 
salaries of Senators and Members of the 
House, they were the same in both bills, 
except that in the House version there 
was a $2,500 expense account. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is correct. 
Mr. ELLENDER. The conferees 

agreed to split that in half, did they not? 
Mr. KEFAUVER. No; that was not 

the agreement. Let me say that in the 
conference we spent most of our time 
arguing in favor of the Senate position 
relating to salaries of Members of Con
gress. The House conferees were ada
mant in insisting that there should be an 
increase of $2,500 over that provided by 
the Senate bill. It seemed that we 
would not be able to reach any agree
ment. The salary increase under the 
House version of the bill would have 
been retroactive to the beginning of the
term of Congress; that is, January 5. 

Finally, in the give and take of the 
conference, the House conferees agreed 
with us as to the effective date. They 
gave up the idea of the $2,500 increase. 
However, there was a great deal of dis
cussion in the conference meeting, as 
there has been a great deal of discussion 
in the Senate, as to expenses which 
Members of Congress must meet, over 
and above the allowance which is made 
for legitimate and necesary office ex-

penses. I refer to such items as overage 
in stamps, long-distance telephone calls, 
telegraph expense; subscriptions to 
newspapers to which Members of Con
gress must subscribe, although perhaps 
not necessary; subscriptions to the Con
gressional Quarterly and other congres
sional aids; duplicating machinery 
which is used in informing constituents 
or issuing newsletters; and perhaps 
amounts paid out of the pockets of . 
Members for research or for occa
sional employees. In the compromise 
which was reached the House conferees 
agreed to accept the Senate version in 
regard to the effective date, and in lieu 
of the $2,500, there was provided $1,250 
a year, though not by way of salary. 

Mr. ELLENDER. It is an additional 
cost, however, is it not, which is equal 
to 50 percent of $2,500, the amount pro
vided in the House bill? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I read from the 
conference report at the bottom of 
page 2: 

(b) For the purpose of assisting in de
fraying expenses· incurred in the operation 
of their respective offices, each Senator, Rep
resentative in Congress, Delegates from the 
Territories, and the Resident Commissioner 
from Puerto Rico shall be entitled to reim
bursement for such expenses for each fiscal 
year at the rate of $1,250 per annum, which 
shall accrue quarterly and be paid in quar
terly installments upon itemized vouchers 
certified by such Senator, Representative, 
Delegate, or Resident Commissioner. 

The provision further states that this 
amount ot money shall not be considered 
as salary for purposes of retirement. 

In answer to the Senator's question, 
I do not believe it would amount to an 
additional $1,250, because many Sena
tors and Representatives-and I believe 
this is particularly true with reference 
to Representatives, because they do not 
represent an entire State-would not 
have official and legitimate expenses 
growing out of the conduct of their 
offices over and above what they are 
already allowed. 

I submit to the Senator from Louisiana 
it seems to me there is justification for 
some allowance for this kind of expense. 
Without it, it is impossible for Senators 
to operate their offices without paying 
for them out of their own pockets. Only 
yesterday, for example, my secretary 
brought me approximately 20 checks to 
sign for subscriptions to newspapers 
over the State. I believe all of us sub
scribe to newspapers, and all of us take 
many other aids. As private citizens, 
we would. subscribe to the hometown 
papers, and perhaps one or two other 
newspapers. I believe every Member 
subscribes to 50 or 60 newspapers. This 
extra allowance can be used only for 
expenses for which itemized statements 
are submitted showing that the ex
penses have been incurred in connection 
with the necessary operation of the office 
of a Senator or Representative. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, am I 
to understand that the Senator from 
Tennessee subscribes to as many as 50 
or 60 newspapers from his State? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I believe I take 
about 100. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator 
know of any other Senators who do that? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I do not know what 
other Senators do. I do know what I 
am doing. , 

Mr. ELLENDER. I have been in the 
Senate for 18 years, and I have not taken 
so much as one newspaper subscription, 
as I recall. We have newspapers avail
able to us in the reading room commonly 
known as the Marble Room. I use those 
newspapers. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I take quite anum
ber of county newspapers and weekly 
newspapers, which are not available to 
us in the Senate. Of course, the sub
scription cost in each case is only two or 
three dollars a year. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I cannot agree that 
subscriptions to newspapers would be a 
legitimate expense to operate one's office. 
Suppose a Senator desired to use any part 
of the $1,250 for the purpose of increas
ing the salary of a clerk in his office. 
Could he do it? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I should not think 
so. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Therefore, the 
amount is to be used merely to pay actual 
expenses along the line the Senator has 
indicated. Is that correct? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is, for news
papers, for example, if he desires to sub
scribe to them? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I believe that if a 
Senator engages a person to do some spe
cial work for him or to do some research, 
or if he employs an extra secretary for a 
day or two, he would be justified in pay
ing such a person out of the allowance. 

Mr. ELLENDER. But not a regularly 
employed clerk; is that correct? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is correct. A 
regularly employed clerk would have to 
be compensated out of other appro
priations. 

Mr .. ELLENDER. Can the Senator tell 
us what the difference is in cost as 
between the bill passed by the Senate 
and the one now before the Senate for 
consideration in the form of the con
ference report? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The maximum 
amount which would be added to the 
Senate bill, if every Representative and 
every 'senator should have maximum 
expenses which amount to $1,250 in each 
case-which I do not believe would be 
true-would be about $700,000. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator means 
that if each Senator used the full amount 
provided in the bill now under consid
eration it will cost about $700,000 more 
a year than the bill as passed by the 
Senate a few days ago? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It would be $1,250 
times 531. 

Mr. ELLENDER. What about the 
number of trips home permitted the 
Members of Congress? As I recall, the 
House provided for one trip, and the 
Senate provided for five trips. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is correct. 
Mr. ELLENDER. To what extent did 

the House conferees object to the five 
trips? Did the Senator from Tennessee 
have much trouble in getting the House 
conferees to adopt the Senate version of 
the bill in that respect? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. In the -debate on 
the floor I believe even the opponents 
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of the bill agreed that the actual ex· 
pense of returning to one's State or dis· 
trict a limited number of times, if one 
had to take such trips, should be com
pensated for. There was no criticism 
of that provision from any source, ~ven 
from Senators who had opposed salary 
increases. 

Mr. ELLENDER. In respect to those 
extra trips, provided for in the bill, I 
understand they must be clearly for 
official business. Is that correct? 

.Mr. KEFAUVER. That is correct. 
All the legislative background shows 
that the payments are to be made on a 
mileage basis, and it is contemplated 
that the Committee on Rules of each 
House will adopt rules which will follow 
the official allowance with respect to 
mileage expenses in force for other Gov
ernment departments. I believe the 
amount at the present time is 6 cents a 
mile. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I wish to thank the 
Senator from Tennessee. It is my hope 
that the conference report will be re· 
jected. I object to these fringe benefits: 
In fact I am against the bill. One of 
the arguments advanced for more pay 
is the tremendous expenses a Senator 
is put to and yet we provide, somehow, 
for most of these extra expenses. As I 
stated in debate I would have been will
ing to vote for a reasonable increase in 
salary in keeping with the increased cost 
of living. Mr. President, I wish to again 
thank my friend · from Tennessee for 
answering my questions. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank the Sena
tor from Louisiana for his questions. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. The $1 ,250 amount 

disturbs me a little. I am not quite 
reconciled to it. Is it not correct to say 
that the expenses for which that amount 
is designed are deductible on the income 
tax return? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. They are at the 
present time;· that is correct. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. At the present 
time? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. With the rather 

substantial salary increase carried by 
this bill, which would put most, if not 
all, Members of Congress in a higher in
come tax bracket, the payment of the 
expense charges would not be a very 
great burden. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I may say to the 
Senator that I, too, am not happy about 
the $1,250 item. 

We did not want it. We tried to get 
the House conferees to strike it out. I 
do not know what else we could do. We 
had to reach an adjustment between 
the bill the House passed and the bill 
the Senate passed. I think it is a fair 
compromise. As the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MoRSE] so well stated, 
there are aids in connection with the 
necessary things which Senators and 
Representatives must do, but we all know 
the expenses ex~eed the allowance we re· 
ceive. I have had to pay something ad
ditional for telephone calls and tele
grams. Undoubtedly the Senator from 
Arkansas has had to do likewise, for ex
ample, in the matter of addressograph 

or duplicating machines. I am not 
happy about it, but it is a compromise. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I appreciate the 
Senator's position as a conferee. I am 
glad to hear him say he is not happy 
about it. Not having been a conferee, I 
am in position to object to it, and I 
think I shall have to vote against the· 
conference report. I think it is not 
justified on the facts. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to the Sena
tor from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 
am terribly disappointed in the confer
ence report which has been submitted to 
the Senate. In the Reorganization Act, 
when the congressional salaries were 
raised from $10,000 to $15,000, we at that 
time tried to make it a clear, clean-cut 
matter of pay and not a series of special 
allowances and special things attached 
as extra emoluments of office. I was glad 
when we made the $2,500 expense allow· 
ance taxable as salary. 

The Senate voted to increase con· 
gressional salaries to $22,500, a 50-
percent increase over what we had been 
receiving. Then we sent the bill to con
ference. I am deeply disappointed to 
find now another "gimmick" tied to it. 

I am becoming tired of hearing talk 
about getting free haircuts. I am glad 
to pay for my own haircuts. With the 
tip included, the cost is the same as it is 
outside. If our job is of value in service 
rendered to the country I think we are 
entitled to some increase in salary. I 
feel the motion of the Senator from 
Louisiana for a lesser amount should 
hG.ve been agreed to. But, certainly, we 
should not go over $22,500. We are in 
the undesirable position of being the 
only ones under the law who can fix our 
salaries. It works both ways. It works 
to retard, to delay, and to keep the Mem
bers of the Congress usually behind the 
rising costs of living and inflation. But 
it also places upon us the responsibility 
of seeing to it that what we vote for our· 
selves can be fully justified. 

As I read this device, if I can charge 
the cost of my local newspapers, my 
Christmas cards, or flowers sent to be
reaved persons in my State, and other 
expenses which are so broadly and care· 
lessly defined in the language, the public 
will consider it to be an additional $1,250. 
Of course, Members may be supposed to 
account for it, but would the Rules Com
mittee of the Senate or the Accounts 
Committee of the House measure and 
pass those items? I do not see it pro· 
vided for in the language of the bill. 
The salary voted by the Senate only day 
before yesterday includes money to be 
spent for expenses in an amount far 
exceeding the $1,250 provided as an ex
pense allowance in the bill. Much of 
the salaries accruing to the office of Sen
ator and Representative go for things 
that would be normal expenses in an 
attorney's office or in private business. 
I think this extra amount is uncalled for 
in this bill. Congr"ess has it in its power 
to put into its operational expenses 
whatever deficiency might need to be 
met. 

In the matter of stamps, we receive an 
adequate allowance for airmail stamps. 

I understand the franking privilege is 
still available to the Members of the 
House and Senate. · If we want to send 
Christmas cards by the thousand, or if 
we wish to put stamps on our news let
ters or other things, we have no right 
to charge campaign expenditures to the 
Treasury. 

I rather think we are adequately rec
ompensed in our allowances. I had the 
privilege of checking my telegram ac
count and found I had used less than 
half of the amount allowed over the 
years, and slightly over half of the tele
phone expense allowed. I was surprised 
in checking my stationery account to find 
that there was a $1,000 balance remain
ing. ·Possibly I am a very poor Senator 
and possibly I do not keep in sufficiently 
close contact with my constituents, but 
I feel that in trying to operate Govern
ment business there are economies that 
should not call for a wastage of telephone 
calls or telegrams or an overemphasis 
on supplies and stationery. 

I feel that because we are in a position 
which no one wishes to occupy, of being 
forced under the law to fix our ·own 
salaries, we must always lean over back
ward to be sure that what we do is within 
the range of propriety. 

For that reason, Mr. President, I am 
hopeful that the Members of the Senate 
will send the report back to the confer
ence with the demand that the $1,250 
additional expense be stricken from the 
bill, and that we may have a straight
forward, fully taxable $22,500 salary 
which, to my way of thinking, is per
fectly adequate, if not more than ade
quate to cover our salaries and the neces
sary business expenses which always 
have been considered part and parcel of 
the salary paid to us as Members of the 
Congress. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I wish to make a 
brief comment, and then I shall yield the 
floor. 

Mr. President, I appreciate. fully the 
attitude of the distinguished Senator 
from Oklahoma. We made pretty much 
the same argument for a long time in 
the conference. Perhaps it is unfor
tunate that there were not present other 
Senators who might have made a more 
forceful argument. But in a conference 
report we cannot have our way about 
everything. There were approximately 
6 or 7 points of disagreement. We got 
our way on almost everything. The re· 
port represents the best compromise we 
knew how to make. We felt that if we 
got salaries out of adjustment, we would 
have to change many other parts of the 
bill. So far as the question of additional 
expenses is concerned, if a Senator or a 
Representative does not have them, he 
will not charge them. We did the best 
we could in the conference. I hope we 
can have an early consideration one way 
or the other. If the Senate does not like 
the report, it can send it back. to con· 
ference. 

I now yield to the Senator from 
Illinois. · 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, first let 
me make it clear- -

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, may 
I yield the floor? 
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Mr. DffiKSEN. Did the Senator yield 
time to me? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I do not have con
trol of the time. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
for recognition. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BIBLE in the chair). The Senator from 
Tennessee has yielded the floor. The 
junior Senator from Illinois is recog
nized. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I wish to make it clear 
to the Senate that this proposal is not 
on all fours with the way the expense 
allowance was originally provided. I 
share no disappointment such as that 
voiced by the distinguished junior S~na
tor from Oklahoma. Years ago I was on 
the joint committee with him when the 
Legislative Reorganization Act was 
drafted. 

The $2,500 expense allowance was the 
result of a floor amendment in the House 
of Representatives. My friend from 
Oklahoma knows that quite well. He is 
familiar with the history of that allow
ance. The amount of the expense allow
ance was fixed at $2,500, to be accredited 
on a monthly basis to every Member. 
It appears on the Senator's fiscal sheet 
in the disbursing office every month. 
That is the way it always has appeared. 
It required no voucher; it required no 
itemization whatsoever; it was an auto
matic accretion. I have no doubt that 
actually it was an addition to the salary 
check, because the Internal Revenue 
Service at that time simply required that 
a Member scrawl on his income-tax 
blank a statement to the effect that the 
$2,500 was fully expended, and no other 
questions were asked. 

The provision was amended by a reso
lution or an amendment, which was of
fered on the floor of the S~nate by the 
distinguished Senator from Delaware, 
by inserting the words "No accounting 
shall be made except for income-tax 
purposes." 

Let us consider what the new language 
does. I we.s not too happy about it, but 
I think we have it nailed down. I trust 
that no senatorial arrogance will ·ever 
come into my mind which will make me 
feel that I am superior to any one of the 
435 Members of Congress at the other 
end of the Capitol. 

When all is said and done, proposed 
legislation before conferences and in con
ference reports is a matter of compro
mise. The House receded on the retro
activ·e feature. The House receded on 
the disparities in judicial salaries. The 
House receded on quite a number of 
items. Finally, this item became the 
bone of contention, and it was worked 
out. 

Flrst, we said that the $1,250, which 
is only half the amount allowed in the 
House bill, should be for the operation 
of the respective . Members' offices. If 
any Member has a flexible viewpoint 
and wishes to buy wedding flowers, fu
neral wreaths, or Christmas cards, that 
will be for the individual Member to 
determine. But the language is clear 
that the amount provided is for the 
operation of the respective offices of the 
Members. I do not intend to go around 
monitoring any senatorial conscience as 
to whether a Senator is buying Santa 

Claus cards, when the ,language of the 
bill is ''the operation of their respective 
offices." 

If I were a member of the staff of the 
disbursing office, and an item for Christ
mas cards came in, I would disallow it. 
I think I would be in a position to do so. 

So the committee of conference re
quired, first, that the funds be limited 
to the operation of a Member's office. 

Next we provided the language: "shall 
be entitled to reimbursement." 

There is nothing automatic about this. 
It is not accredited to any Senator. At 
the end of a quarter, after he has spent 
the money for an office operatio;n., he 
must submit an itemized voucher before 
he can be repaid. If he does not submit 
a voucher, he will receive no money. 

Under present law, the amount is auto
matically placed upon a Member's pay 
sheet. But under the proposed language 
there is nothing automatic about it. If 
a Member does not spend the money, he 
cannot be repaid a dollar. 

In the report we tried to recite that 
money spent for robot paper, robot ma
chines, telephone calls, and telegraph 
services would be proper office expenses. 

My friend from Oklahoma says that he 
has money left over. I make long-dis
tance telephone calls very frequently. I 
have an idea that in most months it costs 
me $75 out of my own salary, because 
when emergency situations, hurry-up 
situations arise, I do not send letters; 
I call up the persons in the State of Illi
nois. I think they like that kind of serv
ice, and I like to give it to them. So · 
I consider that to be a legitimate office 
expense. 

If I want to go to the trouble to file a 
voucher at the end of a 3-months' period 
and say that I have spent so much for 
long-distance calls, and I have paid for 
them, I think I am entitled to reimburse
ment of the money I have spent. If I 
have paid the money out of my own 
pocket, I do not think I should have to 
pay an income tax on it after I have ex
pended it in the service of the people. 

The language reads: "It shall accrue 
quarterly." I think we have nailed down 
the language pretty well. I do not care 
particularly what appears in the press 
about it. This is entirely defensible 
language. We have put it in better 
shape than it was before. 

A question arose about clerk hire. If 
a Member hires extra personnel in his 
office for a couple of weeks to attend to 
an avalanche of mail, that is a legitimate 
office expense, and a ceiling of $1,250 a 
year is provided for it. This is a ceil
ing, and there is nothing automatic about 
having the amount repaid. If a Member 
does not wish to go to the trouble of 
filing a voucher with the Disbursing 
Office, he will not get back any of the 
$1,250. His pay sheet at the end of the 
month, showing how much has been al
located for salary and how much has 
been deducted for income tax withhold
ing purposes, will not disclose an amount 
for office expense. Either a Member 
must spend the money and then submit 
a voucher for reimbursement, or else he 
will receive none of the money. 

I have regard for the 435 Members of 
the other body. This is one item on 
which they were quite adamant. There 

was a little feeling of dissidence, which 
was a carryover from last year. When 
we went to conference on the pay bill, 
on the provision involving retirement, 
the Members of the House wished to put 
themselves in the same position as that 
occupied by every employee of the United 
States Government on the civil service 
rolls. Every employee, whether he is 
in grade 1 or grade 18, is entitled to com
pute his earnings for the five highest 
years for purposes of his retirement. 
An effort was made in conference to in
clude such a provision. There were 11 
conferees from the House at that time. 
It was the Senate conferees who put 
their foot down on the proposal. Noth
ing was done, but it should have been 
done. The House has been smarting a 
little about it. They have been very 
much interested in it. 

I remind Senators that there was not 
a single dissenting vote at 15 minutes 
after 12 today when the House agreed 
to the conference report. I suggest, 
therefore, in view of the fact that this 
is defensible language, and since Sena
tors cannot get the money unless they 
spend it, and it must be for the legiti
mate operation of their offices, that they 
should be pretty careful about recom
mitting the report to conference and 
making it necessary to go back to the 
House. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. MONRONEY. The junior Sena

tor from Illinois serves on the Commit
tee on Appropriations. He certainly 
knows that in connection with appro
priation bills the practice is that both 
Houses, or either House separately and 
individually, can write whatever limit it 
wishes to write into an item for office 
expenses and an allowance for the nec
essary needs of Members to operate 
their offices. 

If the Senate in its wisdom should 
choose not to participate in the $1,250 
allowance, the Members of the House 
would not be proscribed from taking 
action on an appropriation bill for the 
legislative branch, and fixing whatever 
additional allowance it might wish to 
provide for long-distance telephone calls, 
telegrams, photoengravings, broadcast
scripts, airmail stamps, and all the 
other perquisites, including all the 
weekly and daily newspapers published 
in their respective districts, if they 
wished to do so. That is within their\ 
power. 

But the point I desire to make is that 
this is a pay bill. There is nothing in 
it about the amount of stationery which 
Federal judges may have. There is 
nothing in the bill about the opera
tional expenses of the offices of other 
Federal officials. This is a pay bill. I 
feel certain, considering the diligence 
and care which the distinguished Sen
ator from Illinois exercised in connec
tion with the pay features of the Legis
lative· Reorganization Act, that he is 
fully conscious of the fact that the best 
light in which Congress can stand is to 
keep t.he bill · as a pay bill, and to an
nounce to the whole country and the 
whole world exactly what we are 
receiving. 
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If reimbursement for other items is 

considered to be necessary, let it be han
dled in a bill in which it properly be
longs, but not in a pay bill. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President; I make 
two answers to the Senator from Okla
homa. The easiest answer I can make to 
him is that he would not have to file a 
single voucher, and could leave the 
$1,250 in the Treasury. That is infi
nitely easier than going before a sub
committee of either of the appropria
tion committees. This is a matter for 
every Senator to determine. If the 
Senator wants to be flexible about it, 
it is all right with me. I know what 
I think office expense means, and when 
I file a voucher for office expense, it 
will be office expense for an activity in 
the public interest. 

The other answer I make to the Sen
ator is that I do not know whether he 
has had the experience of going before 
a subcommittee of the Committees on 
Appropriations, either in the House or 
in the Senate. I served on the Appro
priations Committee in the House for 
12 years. I know what a tough nut it 
was to crack to get a dollar out of the 
Appropriations Committee, and I know 
how the committee constantly sat down 
upon every effort of Members to get the 
wherewithal to operate properly their 
public offices. Then, of course, there 
is the usual timidity that always is evi
denced. 
· I say this not disparag·ingly, but, Mr. 
President, our pleas are frequently dis
regarded. I went before the subcom
mittee on legislative appropriations on 
a number of occasions. · I protested the 
fact that rugs in a great many Senato
rial offices were not fit to be there, be
cause those offices are public offices, and 
I was heartily ashamed of the kind of 
rug I got when I moved into suite 204. 
I continued my efforts until 50 rugs 
were purchased, and, thank goodness, 
I received one of them for my office. I 
want to be proud of my office when my 
constituents visit it, as a great many of 
them do. 

I appeared before the Appropriations 
Committee requesting additional per
sonnel. It was like pulling teeth to get 
clerical help-and I happened to be a 
member of the Committee on Appropria
tions. The Senator who was chairman 
of the committee at that time does not 
happen to be present on the floor at the 
·moment, but I fairly begged for a couple 
of clerks. I had to compromise. I 
wanted three. I was told, "We will give 
you one.'' 

Why are we so niggardly about our 
own affairs, I should like to know? Do 
we not want to do a good job, Mr. Presi
dent? Can my colleagues not -explain 
their need to their constituents? If I 
thought for one moment that enough of 
my constituents had some doubt about 
my integrity in public office and the ex
penditure of this fund, I would quit the 
Senate. It is just that simple. 

When are we going to get over our 
timidity? When are we going to vote for 
ourselves the instrumentalities which 
are necessary in order that we may serve 
the public? The selfishness lies on the 
side of not asking for the tools and in
struments with which to do the job. 

Running a senatorial office has become 
almost an industry. I do not know how 
the volume of the mail and the telephone 
calls of the Senator· from Oklahoma run, 
but I am up to my ears in such com
munications all the time, and we must 
have the equipment with which to carry 
on the functions of our offices. 

I think the members of the conference 
committee have done a good job. Pro
vision has been made whereby payments 
for expenses will no longer be automatic. 
A Senator will receive reimbursement if 
he asks for it and is willing to sign his 
name to a voucher and certify that he 
has expended the amount in the opera
tion of his office. We have written that 
provision into the bill. What more shall 
we do? 

I hope the Senate will not reject the 
conference report. I think it would be 
an act of timidity on the part of the 
Senate. I would rather stand up for it 
than make that kind of confession. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I shall 
oppose the conference report. I should 
like to review briefly the history of the 
tax-exempt features. Several years ago 
Congress extended to the President of 
the United States an increase in his 
salary making it $150,000, with $100,000 
of that salary taxable and $50,000 tax
exempt. At the same time $10,000 of the 
salary of the Vice President was made 
tax-exempt and nonaccountable, $2,500 
of th"! salaries of Members of Congress 
was likewise put in the tax-exempt cate
gory. I opposed these tax-exempt 
features. 

Later, I was the author- of an amend-
' ment, which was overwhelmingly adopt- · 
ed by the Senate and the House, repealing 
all three of those tax-exempt features. 
Now if we accept this provision we will 
be in the position of having left repealed 
the tax exemption for the President and 
for the Vice President, but of partially 
restoring the tax-exempt features for 
ourselves, and ourselves alone. 
~his is not a question of whether or 

not a Senator has enough money to 
operate his office. I recognize that some 
of the Senators from the larger States 
are handicapped and will help correct 
that condition at the approp1·iate time. 

This is simply a question of whether 
we ~hall or shall not give to Members 
of Congress a special tax exemption that 
is not extended to other taxpayers. 

I have said many times on the floor 
that I would support the necessary au
thorization to reimburse Senators from 
larger States for their legitimate office 
expenses. We who come from smaller 
States are not confronted with that same 
proplem. However, the proper way to 
provide for the necessary funds to 
operate the offices of Senators from the 
larger States is by making direct appro
priations, as the Senator from Okla
homa pointed out. Let it be kept in the 
class of expenses alone and not by pay
ments to the Members of Congress as 
salary. 

I think the bill should be strictly a 
salary bill. I voted against it at the 
beginning, but that is beside the point, 
Mr. President. Congress passed the bill, 
but now the conference report is worse 
than the bill. 

If the conference report is rejected, 
as I think it should be, I shall imme
diately make a motion that a new con- . 
ference committee be appointed with 
instructions to insist upon the elimina
tion from the conference report of the 
language in subsection (b) of section 4 
amending section 601 of the Reorganiza
tion Act of 1946. The rest of the con
ference report would not be affected by 
the motion. 

I think it is very important that we 
impress upon the American people the 
fact that Members of Congress are en
joying no more privileges in the payment 
of taxes than anyone else. It is very 
important for their morale that every 
public official be required to pay taxes 
in the same manner as every other citi
zen is required to. There is no justifica
tion for having special tax exemption 
provided for Members of Congress, and 
I hope the conference report is defeated 
and new instructions given to the 
conferees. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. ERVIN. I should like to ask the 

Senator from Delaware if a Senator does 
not actually expend any money for office 
expenses and does not file a voucher for 
reimbursement, how much tax exempt 
income will the Senator · get under the 
$1,250 provision? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. A Senator would not 
get any, but under the existing law a 
Senator is allowed up to $3,000 in ex
penses. Under the present law there is 
qne expense account. Why should Mem
bers of Congress now have two expense 
accounts? 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. ERVIN. The $3,000 the Senator 

talks about is nothing in the world but 
a limitation on Senators and Representa
tives. 

The limitation does not apply to any
body else in the United States. A busi
ness man who incurs expenditures dur
ing the course of earning his income, 
including traveling expenses away from 
ho:flle, is entitled to deduct them as ordi
nary expenses in computing his income 
tax. The provisipn mentioned by the 
Senator from Delaware merely puts 
Members of Congress on the same plane 
as other citizens in the United States, 
except that it puts on Members of Con
gress a limitation of $3,000, to which 
other citizens are not subject. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator is par
tially correct. There is a limitation 
spelled out for Members of Congress 
which is not spelled out for all other 
taxpayers. On the other hand, that 
provision for an exemption up to $3,000 
is authority for the Internal Revenue 
Bureau to allow Members of Congress al
lowances up to $3,000, whereas all other 
taxpayers have no such ceiling. They 
can go up to X amount as agreed upon 
by the Treasury Department. Many 
times taxpayers are disallowed claims 
way below $3,000. It works both ways. 
The provision has advantages and dis
advantages. 

However, that still has nothing to 
do with the question now before us. The 
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question before us here today is, Shall 
we or shall we not give ourselves an
other $1,250 top exemption? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President
Mr. WILLIAMS. Does the Senator 

from Florida desire me to yield? 
Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to have 

the floor. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I conclude by say

ing that I hope the confer-ence report is 
defeated because it seeks to . reestablish 
for Members of Congress a· special priv
ilege which we have. taken away from. 
the President and the Vice .President .. 
I think we should stand on our action as 
a matter of principle. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the S::mator from Delaware yield to me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. MONRONEY. Is it not a fact that 

expenses beyond those which would be 
covered within the extra $1 ,250 will be 
paid out of the $22,500 which the Senate 
and the House have provided under the 
bill? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. They will be paid 
either out of the $22,500 or out of 
other expense accounts which we areal
lowed. We are allowed expenses for 
telegraph, telephone, stationery, ·and so 
forth. Those items can be paid for 
either out of the various expense ac
counts, our salaries, or out of the $3,000 
itemized expense account. This $1,250 
account is merely a nontaxable addition 
to our salary. 
· Mr. MONRONEY. Let me also say 
that the $1 ,250 provided by this measure 
will not be subject to examination by 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue, for a 
determination in any way, shape, or 
form, as to whether it is taxable or non
taxable. It is declared nontaxable, as a 
necessary office expense, by the language 
of this proviso. So it is, in effect, a 
nontaxable amount which is being al
lowed in this measure. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is my under
standing. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Let me further 
point out that the only right of super.:. 
vision or the only right to audit or check 
or define what this particular category 
of general office expenses might be, 
would accrue either to the individual 
Senator or Representative, according to 
his conscience; or, perhaps, if we were to 
pass supplemental legislation, such ex
pense items could finally be audited by 
the Senate Disbursing Office or the 
House Disbursing Office. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 
Furthermore, the first time the Disburs
ing Officer made an adverse ruling which 
we did not like, we could put another 
disbursing officer in his place. 

Mr. MONRONEY. In other words, if 
this allowance is to be made, it should be 
made subject to approval by the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue, just as in the case 
of any other item of this sort. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 
As I · have already said, the Members 

of Congress from the larger States have 
a bona fide claim for more office allo'w
ance, and I would support legislation to 
take care of their situation. For in
stance, the senior Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. MARTIN J, whe represents 
the large State of Pennsylvania, which 
adjoins my State, is allowed approxi-

mately 30 or 40 percent more· for office 
expenses than I am allowed; but in the 
one city of Philadelphia alone there are 
many times the total number .of people 
in Delaware. However, the proposal be
fore us here today does not correct this 
inequity. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield to me? 
· Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. wATKINS. How could such ex
penditures be .taken care of under the. 
proposed arrangement? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Only to .the extent 
that a Member of Congress could charge 
against the $1,250 some of his office ex
penses which otherwise he would not be 
able to handle in . some such manner. 
Technically, it might be said that none 
of the $1,250 would accrue to a Member 
of Congress; but that amount could be 
used to reduce his expenses, which other
wise he would have to pay out of his 
salary .of $22,500. . 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield further 
to me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. WATKINS. So far as I per

sonally am concerned, I can take care 
of the expenses of my office without hav
ing •the proposed additional allowance, 
and probably I would never certify-ex"" 
cept in the case of the development of a 
mo.;t unusual situation-that such un
usual expenses had been required, so tha-t 
I would request such a reimbursement. -

But after hearing the stories told by 
various Senators · and Representatives 
who are in a far different category, i 
reached the conclusion that this allow
ance is justified. Many Representatives. 
and Senators today have to pay out of 
their own pockets a considerable portion 
of the expenses of their offices. It was 
largely because of that situation that 
this fund was allowed. 

In the conference, after listening to 
the pleas and explanations of the con
ferees on the part of the House, we IYI'
rived at this report, and we can justify 
it. There can be no legitimate criticism 
of Members of Congress who have to 
spend, ·as legitimate expenses of their 
offices, this amount of money. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. But I think the 
Senator froin Utah will agree with me 
that this $1,250 allowance will not oegin 
to take care of the differential which 
shouid be recognized as between the ex
penses of a Member of Congress from 
Pennsylvania, California, New York, or 
any other large State and the expenses 
of a Member of Congress representing 
one of the smaller States, such as those 
the Senator from Utah and I represent. 
The $1 ,250 will not answer that prob
lem. Certainly it does not answer the 
problems of the Members of Congress 
who represent the larger States. 

My personal opinion is that the con
_ference report should be rejectejj, and 
we should keep our salaries on the basis 
of being 100' percent taxable so that all 
Members of Congress . would . be under 
the same provisions which apply to all 
other taxpayers, and the same as the 
ones which the Congres-s has imposed 
upon the President and the Vice Presi
dent. Only a short time ago, Con
gress voted to end such an arrangement, 

insofar as it would apply to the Presi
dent and Vice President of the United 
States. We deprived them of that tax 
exemption, and apparently we did so on 
the basis that such an arrangement was 
not justified: Certainly we cannot prop
erly do otherwise for ourselves. 

Mr. WATKINS. But we put a stop 
to allowing the President ·and Vice Pres
ident to be in a position of not having 
to certify to such expenses; _by way of 
vouchers. In our case ther.e would have 
to be vouchers. I assume that no Mem
ber of Congress woulct attempt to juggle 
the figures in regard to his legitimate 
office expenses, . in order to obtain an 
allowance to which he was not entitled. 

Of course the conferees on the part of 
the House insisted that $2,500 is not 
sufficient to take car.e of the situation. 
In the report we agreed to a compromise 
of $1,250. · 

Under the circumstances, I think the 
conferees were justified in doing what 
they ·did. 
· Mr. WILLIAMS. I appreciate the 
problem with which the conference 
committee was confronted, .but at the 
same time .we in the Senate have to 
vote either to accept the report or to 
reject · it. · As I have previously said, I 
think it is well for the Members of Con
gress to keep their salaries 100 percent 
accountable and taxable. 
- Mr. HOLLaND. Mr. President, I 
agree completely with the st~tement 
.which has just been made by ·the distin
guished senior Senator from Delaware 
.[Mr. WILLIAMS], to the effect that he 
.does not believe the Senate should ap
prove the conference report. I take the 
same position. I think the Senate 
should disapprove the report, and should 
do so on the sole ground the Senator 
from Delaware has mentioned. 

I do not believe it would be a long or a 
difficult task for the conferees to bring 
in a new report, if they were given in
structions to bring in a report eliminat
fng this particular provision with respect 
to-the expense ~ccount of $1,250. 

I thoroughly agree with the statement 
made by the Senator from Delaware, to 
the effect· that the Senate has been on 
much stronger ground since the law was 
changed several years ago, when we 
changed the earlier provisions of section 
.601 (b) of the statute, under which the 
whole amount of $2,500 a year was then 
not subject to any accounting, and not 
subject to the payment of income taxes, 
so that, in effect, we added the $2,500 to 
.the $12,500 .salary we received, and made 
the additional amount just as subject to 
income tax as was the· $12,500. 

If we begin to attach to this salary 
·bill provisions which will raise in the 
public mind questions about the pro
priety of what we are doing for our
selves, I think we shall be making a very 
great mistake. 

I call attention to the fact that, 
whether we want it to be so or not, we 
are in the very difficult position of hav
ing to legislate in our own behalf. In 
that respect, our situation is not an easy 
one; but the Congress is the only place, 
.under our law, where the very acute 
problem of inadequate salaries for Mem
bers of Congress can be dealt with. 
However, when we are doing for our-
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s~lves what we think is necessary and 
nght and defensible, I do not want to 
have us include in this measure some
thing which will point the finger of sus
Pi.cion at every Member of Congress and 
~1~1 renew the wholly unsatisfactory po
s~tiOn or situation which existed prior to 
the time when we made the amendment 
of some years ago. 

Mr. President, I wish to say that I 
think the conferees have done many 
things which are good, in the confer
ence report; and I wish to say that I 
think the provision regarding section 
601 (b), which they suggest in the re
port, is an improvement over what was 
lU the House version of the bill, because 
the House version was silent as to section 
6?1 <b), and would have left that provi
Slon exactly as it was before. 

But, Mr. President, even though the 
conferees have made progress in this 
P.articular, as well as in other matters, 
I think that in this one mat ter the con
ference report is so far inadequate and 
~o far from doing what we wish to do 
ln this matter, that the report should be 
rejected, and that the conferees should 
be directed to hold a further conference. 

In order that the RECORD may clearly 
show that the conferees have accom
Plished something-and then I shall re
turn to the argument in criticism of the 
~ne thing which I believe the conferees 

ave not done properly-! wish the REc-
0~~ to show at this point the earlier pro
Y1Sions which have been written into law 
In regard to this particular matter of 
expense accounting. 

First, Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed at this point in 
t~e RECORD as a part of my remarks, sec
tion 601 (b) of the original Legislative 
Reorganization Act· and in that connec
~ion I Point out th~t the crit ical words 
lU it, relative to the $2,500 allowance, 
~hich was made by that original provi
~Ion, are these: for which no tax liabil
Ity shall incur, or accounting be made." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
\Vas ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SEc. 601. 
• • • • • 

(b) Effective on the day on which the 
80th Congress convenes there shall be paid 
to each Senator, Representative in Congress, 
Delegate from the Territories, Resident Com
tni~sioner from Puerto Rico, an expense 
allowance of $2 ,500 per annum to assist in 
defraying expenses relating to, or resulting 
from the discharge of his official duties (for 
Which no tax Uabili ty shall incur, or ac
counting be made) , such sum to be paid in 
equal monthly installments. 

In other words, that was a tax-free 
allowance which got every Member of 
Congress in trouble, so long as it was on 
the books, in trying to explain why it 
Was there, and why, in legislating for 
ourselves, we had placed a provision in 
the law which differentiated between 
Members of Congress and other citizens 
of the United States. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for clarification? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. MONRONEY. The Reorganiza

tion Act provided for a straight $15,000 
salary, with no tax deductibility other 
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than the normally deductible items as 
shown by an itemization. The Senate 
pass~d the bill with a figure of $15,000. 
It went to the House. The bill contained 
the fi gure of $15,000. However, a fioor 
amendment was inserted, over the objec
tion of those of us who helped to pass 
the Reorganization Act, and for many 
years embarrassment resulted to Mem
bers of Congress. That provision was 
not in the original Reorganization Act. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I fully understand 
that the bill reported by the joint com
mittee was not in the form which I have 
placed in the RECORD. However, when I 
refer to the original Reorganization Act, 
I refer to the act as passed, as it became 
law, and as it w .. s published. I hold in 
my hand one of the original publica
tions of the Reorganization Act of 1946, 
from which I have quoted for the 
R ECORD. 

By subsequent amendments. section 
601 (b) was amended to read as set 
forth in a compilation printed in 1953, 
which I hold in my hand. I ask unani
mous consent that there be printed in 
the RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks the changed or amended pro
vision 601 (b), as passed by the Congress, 
and as it become effective at that time. 

There being no objection, the subsec
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as folio~ S: 

(b) Effective on the d ay on which the 
80th Congress convenes there shall be paid 
to each Senator, Representative in Con
gress, Delegate from the Territories, Resi
d ent Commissioner from Puerto Rico, an 
expense allowance of $2,500 per annum to 
af:"sist in defraying expenses relating to. or 
resulting from the discharge of his official 
duties, for which no accounting, other than 
for income-tnx purposes shall be made; such 
sum to be paid in equal monthly install
ments. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The critical words 
which appear in that particular subsec
tion, differentiatir.g it from the one 
which was in the original measure as 
passed, are these: "For which no ac
counting, other than for income tax pur
poses, shall be made." 

In other words, it was made very clear 
by the amendment that the $2,500 was 
subject to income tax, and was just as 
subject to income tax as was the $12,500, 
which, to all intents and purposes, meant 
that from that time forth the salary was 
$15,000, subject to all the provisions of 
the income tax law. 

The House bill on this subject was si
lent as to section 601 (b), as it came over 
from the House, simply providing that 
only a part of section 601 <a) should be 
amended, leaving even the rest of section 
601 (a) unchanged, and leaving in the 
law all of section 601 (b) as amended, 
as I have already placed it in the RECORD. 

In order that the RECORD may show 
just what the provision of the House bill 
was, I ask that there be printed in the 
RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks section 4 (a) of House bill 3828, 
appearing in lines 10 to 17, inclusive, on 
page 4 of the House print of the bill. 

There being no objection, the section 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

SEC. 4. (a) The matter preceding the 
semicolon in section 601 (a) of the Legis-

lative Reorganization Act of 1946, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 

"(a) The compensation of Senators, Rep
resentatives in Congress, Delegates from the 
Territories, and the Resident Commissioner 
from Puerto Rico is $22 ,500 per annum each; 
and the compensation of the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives shall be at the rate 
of $35,000 per annum." 

Mr. HOLLAND. The effect of the 
House bill, therefore, was to leave un
changed and unaffected the amended 
provisions of subsection 601 <b , as Con
gress had changed them some years ago. 

As the matter comes back to us by 
conference report, the conference bill 
does in~lude a provision with respect to 
section 601 b), which had been com
pletely stricken from the bill by the 
Senate. The provision in the conference 
bill which we are now discussing is 
found at the bottom of page 2 and the 
top of page 3 of the conference report. 
I ask unanimous consent that there be 
printed in the RECORD at this point as 
a part of my remarks that part of section 
4 of the conference bill which relates to 
the amendment of section 601 <b). 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

(b) For the purpose of assisting in de
fraying expenses incurred in the operation 
of their respective offices, each Senator, Rep
re!::entative in Congress, Delegate from the 
Territories, and the Resident Commissioner 
from Puerto Rico shall be entitled to reim
bursement for such expenses for each fiscal 
year at the rate of $1,250 per annum, which 
shall accrue quarterly and be paid in 
quarterly installments upon itemized vouch
ers certified by such Senator, Represen
tative, Delegate, or Resident Commissioner. 
Amounts paid under this subsection sub
sequent to March l , 1955, shall not be 
deemed to be salary, pay, or compensation 
for the purposes of the Civil Service Re
tirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amended. 

Mr. HOLLAND. It is quite clear that 
in the administration of the act that 
provision is left ptetty much to the dis
cretion of each individual Senator. 

Like the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN), who has already ably spoken 
on this question, I certainly do not expect 
to impugn the motives of any Senator. 
However, I invite attention to the fact 
that the arguments of the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], and the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER), operate 
as red ftags, advising citizens that in 
the administration of the act things may 
be done which may be subject to ques
tion, and abuses may occur. 

For example, in his argument on two 
or three occasions the distinguished Sen
ator from Illinois said that he did not 
propose to check the vouchers which 
were submitted by other Senators, and 
that if they wanted to be flexible in 
their approach-and that was the word 
he used-that was their business and not 
his. 

The point I am making is that that 
gives notice to the whole country not 
only that there is the possibility of mis
conduct under this particular provision, 
but that in the debate on the conferenc~ 
report the situation was called to the 
attention of the Senate by one of its 
ablest Senators, then advocating the ap
proval of the conference report. He 
stated that just such nonuniformity, 
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just such flexibility, might exist in the 
administration of the act. 

If we should approve the conference 
report after that kind of argument. I say 
that we would do so knowing that it had 
been represented to us that this par
ticular amendment would not be uniform 
in its operation, and would be subject to 
mishandling and to suspicion of abuse. 

The point I am making is that under 
this provision of the conference bill every 
Senator and every Representative would 
place himself in the position in which 
they were before we adopted the amend
ments of several years ago, under which 
there is suspicion that we are not treat
ing ourselves uniformly, and not treating 
ourselves in the way we treat all other 
taxpayers of the country. 

I do not think we want to be in that 
position. I think we want to lean back
ward to see that the bill, which afiects 
us so vitally, is not subject to any such 
interpretation, is not subject to a situa
tion in which we may all be suspected of 
not having done exactly the right thing 
in connection with this little item of 
$1,250 a year for each of us. 

If this situation is to be corrected, it 
can be corrected best by returning the 
bill to conference. So far as I am con
cerned, if the conferees wish to place 
in the law an additional amount by way 
of salary, that is one thing. Let the 
question be discussed on its merits. But 
if they leave in the bill a provision which 
one distingushed Senator says is sub
ject to flexibility in the method of ap
proach by his brethren, and which 
another Senator says might be used to 
defray the cost of stamps on Christmas 
cards, and things of that kind, I do not 
propose to vote for a conference report 
which is so represented by the friends of 
the measure on the floor of the Senate. 

While I am first to recognize that the 
conferees have done many worth while 
things, I feel that the Senate, in the 
preservation of its own good name, and 
in order to prevent Senators and Repre
sentatives from being subjected to sus
picion, as we were once before, should 
return this measure to conference with 
instructions to eliminate this particular 
provision. 

One further point and I shall con
clude. If this provision were allowed to 
stand, it would not be at all uniform in 
its treatment of Senators. It difiers 
from other parts of this measure which 
give uniform treatment-for example, 
on the question of additional travel pay 
for a Senator who lives in California, as 
compared with one who lives in Mary
land. Additional travel pay will be 
authorized on a just basis so that one 
Senator would be permitted to return to 
his home State as many times as any 
other Senator would be, regardless of the 
distances involved. 

But in this amendment it is proposed 
to fix an arbitrary limit of $1 ,250. The 
item of expense we hear most frequently 
cited is that of telephone calls. It is pro
posed, therefore, to provide that $1 ,250 
of such expense may be repaid. I see 
sitting together the distinguished senior 
Senator from California [Mr. KNow
LAND] and the distinguished junior Sena
tor from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER]. I 
invite their attention to the fact that 

$1,250 would not cover nearly so many 
telephone messages and not nearly so 
much time on the telephone in their 
cases as it would in the case of the Sena
tor from Virginia, or the Senator from 
Florida, or the Senator froll1 Delaware, or 
any other Senators who do not come 
from such great distances. In that re
gard the provision does not give fair 
treatment as between States and as be
tween Sen a tors and as between Repre
sentatives. 

Furthermore, it difiers in that regard 
from other provisions of law which 
govern us. As every Senator knows, he is 
entitled to use the telephone in exact 
equality with other Senators on a per
minute basis or on a per-number-of 
minimum-conversations basis. Every
one knows that it costs more to talk on 
the telephone to someone in California 
than it does to talk to someone in 
Florida. On the other hand, if every 
Senator, regardless of which State he 
represents, is entitled to use that method 
of immediate communication with con
stituents for the same number of 
minutes or for the same number of calls, 
that is equal treatment. 

Under the present amendment noth
ing like equal treatment is even sug
gested. To the contrary, the provision is 
just as unequal and uiscriminatory as it 
is possible to be with reference to Sena
tors who have the honor of representing 
distant States, and with respect to House 
Members who happen to have the honor 
to represent districts, which are far re
moved from the Capital of the United 
States. 

I do not believe this measure should 
stand, and I hope the Senate will reject 
it, not with any feeling of hostile criti
cism-because there are included in the 
conference report many good provisions, 
which I hope will be retained-but with 
instructions, as suggested by the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] to elimi
nate section 601 <b), which the Senate 
did eliminate in its version of the bill. 
I hope the conference report will be re
jected. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, Ire
gret that my first utterance in the Senate 
sinee my return to it should revolve 
around a salary bill for Members of Con
gress. I recall the Congressional Reor
ganization Act passed in 1946, and the 
increase it provided in the compensation 
of Members, together with a $2,500 ex
peru:e allowance, which was made non
taxable. 

That provision was included in the bill 
because it sought to put Members of Con
gress on a basis of some equality with 
businessmen and professional men, who 
are allowed to deduct their actual ex
penses from taxable income. 

We all know what happened. Criti
cism was uttered against it, on the 
ground that Members of Congress were 
being treated in a difierent manner from 
other citizens, which w::...s not the t ruth. 
Finally I believe the Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS] ofiered the amend
ment, which Congress adopted, elimi
nating the nontaxability of the $2,500. 

That provision is included in the pres
ent bill, but only to the extent of one
half of the amount, namely, $1,250. If 
the $2,500 exemption from taxation in 

the former bill was objectionable, cer
tainly on the same principle the $1,250 
exemption is objectionable, and s~o':lld 
not be included in the bill. If it IS 1n~ 
eluded it will be subject constantlY not 
only t~ criticism, but inspection. .AI~ 
though a Senator will not be required 
to swear to his expenses, he will be com:~ 
pelled to itemize them. I object to It 
myself. If the Senate and the Hous~ 
wish to fix the salary at $24,000 a year • 
they ought to fix it at that amount, 
without any contingencies, and without 
an:7 additions, under some false pretense 
that it is not salary but an expense. 

I would rather vote for a straight $24.-
000 salary, with all of it being salary, ~0 
be expended by the Member as necessi~ 
ties might require, than to vote for $22.-
500, and for $1,250 additional under the 
guise that it is for expenses which must 
be itemized by the Senator or the Memul 
ber of the House before it may be pa 
to him. . 

There is another provision to which I 
object. Probably I should have objected 
to it when the bill was before the sen
ate. I refer to the provision which pro
poses to compensate Members for .~ 
round trips from Washington to thell 
respective homes. Such trips are also to 
be itemized and certified to the disburs
ing officer of the Senate before pay
ment may be made for them. 

I realize that a great many persons 
throughout the country believe that 
every Senator and every Representa~ive 
gets all of his expenses paid every time 
he goes home. Of course, it is not tb:e 
truth. A Representative or a Senator IS 
allowed 1 round trip at the rate of 20 
cents a mile from his home to Wash~ 
ington and when he returns home again 
during a session of Congress. He is co~
pensated for the expense of 1 round triP· 

I object to the feature of the bill mak
ing allowance for 5 round trips. As I 
have said, probably I should have raised 
my voice against it when the bill was 
before the Senate a few days ago, but I 
did not do so. 

All of us have observed the multi~ 
plicity of duties imposed upon us in our 
offices and in connection with the de
partments of Government and the states 
which we represent. As a consequence, 
we find it necessary from time to time 
to absent ourselves from the Chamber. 
All of us have observed that absenteeism 
in the Senate has been developing and 
growing over a period of years. During 
my 2 years' retirement, out of circula
tion here, I have seen no improvement 
in the attendance on the floor of the 
Senate. It is deplored by everyone. 
Nobody does anything about it. No
body can do anything about it. It is a 
matter of individual and personal con
duct whether a Senator will work in his 
office or on the floor of the Senate or 
in a committee, or be downtown in one 
of the departments at the request of a 
constituent. 

We all know that we are busy at 
something in the performance of our of
ficial duties. Yet, without any reflection 
on anyone, I have the fear that giving 
us five more trips from the seat of Gov
ernment to our respective homes will of
fer the temptation to return to our 
homes on occasions when we might avoid 
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it, or when it might not be necessary. 
It might well constitute a temptation for 
more absenteeism in the Senate, which 
I believe would be deplorabe. 

I have wondered for years how our 
friends and constituents feel when they 
come to the Senate and look down from 
the galleries and see a half dozen Sena
tors on the floor, transacting the busi
ness of the Senate under the assumption 
that a quorum is present unless a Sena
tor makes the point that a quorum is 
not present. When our constituents 
look down on a practically empty Cham
ber and go away with no explanation 
of the reason for the small attendance 
on the floor, I wonder what their im
pression of this great body may be. I 
have often been chagrined and some
times humiliated because of the meager 
attendance on the floor of the Senate 

. when important business was under 
consideration. · 

Therefore, I am not willing to vote for 
the conference report. I object to that 
provision in .the bill. Perhaps it can
not . be eliminated. I believe it was in 
the bill when it passed the Senate, al
though probably not in the House bill. 
I do not now re<:all. It will st ill be in 
conference if we send the bill back to the 
conference committee. 

But I even more object to the $1 ~250 
provision which I fear will bring about 
such a condition as that which we rem
edjed a few years ago. We may again 
be called upon to apply a remedy if we 
insert the provision in the bill at this 
time. . · 

Therefore, Mr. President, I shall vote 
to reject the conference report in the 
hope that the conferees may eliminate 
the $1,250 provision and the provision 
for 5 additional round trips in the course 
of a year. 

I regret to take this position, .Mr. 
President, because I realize the need for 
some increase in the compensation of 
Members of the Congress, but it seems 
to me that we should provide for the 
increase by a fixed sum and omit these 
petty and extraneous things under the 
guise of which it may be said we are 
trying to increase our compensation. 

For those reasons, Mr. President, I 
shall vote to reject the conference 
report. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. Pr~sident, I should 
like to make a number of observations 
simply because some of the things which 
have been said on the floor would in
dicate that the conference committee 
has recommended to the Senate and the 
House the adoption of a tax-free item 
of $1,250. 

There is in the conference report nO' 
provision for a tax-exempt item of any 
kind. The $1,250 is like the item which 
is now in the Legislative Act which pro
vides an allowance of not to exceed $600 
a year for the expenses of a Senator's 
home office. Under that provision I 
spent $76.06 during the past 6 months 
to maintain my home office, out of my 
own pocket, and was reimbursed to that 
extent. But I did not get a penny of tax
exempt income. 

I think the conference committee has 
done a good job in dealing with this sub
ject and 'ironing out differences between 
the Senate and the House. I am, never..: 

theless, going to vote to reject the con
ference report because of the $1,250 item, 
on the theory that Congress, like Caesar's 
wife, should avoid anything which might 
create any suspicion. 

The distinguished senior Senator from 
Florida [Mr. HoLLAND] pointed out a 
while ago that the public could not un
derstand this $1,250 provision. In view 
of the fact that some Members of the 
Senate do not understand it, I can readi
ly believe that the public cannot under
stand it. For that reason, and believ
ing that we should not pass a bill which 
would give riee to any suspicion that the 
Members of Congress are getting any ad
vantage over other taxpayers, I shall 
vote to reject the conference report. 

While I was a private citizen at the 
time of the passage of the bills which 
gave the President of the United States, 
the Vice President, the Speaker of the 
Hquse, and the Members of the Congress 
some special tax exemptions above those 
of other citizens of the country as a 
whole, I was very much opposed to such 
bills and I never expect to vote for a 
measure which in any form would give 
a Member of the Senate or of the House 
any special exemption from Federal in
come taxes. I think that every Senator 
and every Representative should pay 
taxes on the same basis as do the other 
people of the country. 

I do not construe this conference re
port as containing any provision for a 
tax exemption allowance of any kind for 
Senators and Representatives; but I shall 
vote against the conference report be
cause I agree fully with the statement 
of the Senator from Florida that some 
of the people of the country will not 
understand it. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will.the 
Senator from North Carolina yield? 

Mr. ERVIN. I yield. 
Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I sup

ported the Senator from Delaware in the 
amendme~t which he offered, and which 
was agreed to a number of years ago. I 
was a co-sponsor · of that amendment. 
But I hope the Senator realizes the posi
tion of the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. We presented the arguments 
just made by the Senator; we made a 
strong plea, and we thought we were 
justified in accepting the conference re- · 
port. I hope the Sen a tor will realize the 
position in which the conferees found 
themselves. We tried to present the case. 

Mr. ERVIN. I fully appreciate the 
position of the conferees. A compromise 
is not a one-way street. I realize that 
some concessions must be made to the 
Members of the House. 

I wish to point out that if there is any 
allegation that the conference report is 
any sort of a tax-free proposition, that 
is unsound. But since some Members 
of the Senate do not understand it, I am 
sure that the. people of the country will 
not understand it, and I shall vote to 
reject the report. 

Mr. WATKINS. I take it that the 
Senator believes that our position must 
not only be right, but it must seem right. 

Mr. ERVIN. That is correct. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

fully recognize the problem faced by the 
conferees, and I think, that in a great 
many respects, the bill as now presented 

to us is in better shape than it was; but 
as a matter of public policy I certainly 
question very much the addition of sec
tion (b). Therefore, I hope the Senate 
will reject the conference report. When 
that is done, as I trust it will be ·done, 
I hope the Senate will approve the in
structions to be offered by the Senator 
from Delaware to the conferees to insist 
upon the elimination of section (b). 

SEVERAL SE~ATORS. Vote! Vote! 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 

have no desire to discuss tl)e matter fur
ther at any great length; but I should 
like to make it amply clear that the 
Senate conferees were confronted with 
such a situation that, if an agreement 
was to be reachec, they had to make 
some compromise with the Members of 
the House. 

With reference to the expem:e item 
a compromise was offered by one of the 
House conferees to which we agreed, with 
the understanding that it be related 
solely to necessary expenses in the con
duct of a Member's office, that the ex
penses be itemized, and that the itemi
zation be submitted and be paid by way 
of reimbursement only after he certifies 
the expenses as being necessary in the 
operations of his cffice. 

In my view, this is pinned down to the 
oflice of the Senator or the Representa
tive. It does not include the taking of 
constituents to lunch. I do not con
sider as legitimate office expenses some 
of the items which have been spoken of, 
such as Christmas cards, and what not. 
On the basis of a Member's necessary ex
pense in running his office, I do not think 
he will certify anything which is not a 
necessary expense. 

I desire all Members of the Senate to 
understand that there was no effort on 
the par'.; of any confer.ee of the Senate 
or of the House to include any provision 
in the nature of an item of compensation 
on a tax-exempt basis. That is not -the 
purpose of this provision. The purpose 
of the provision is to reimburse for ac-· 
tual outlays which a Member has neces
sarily made. 

It appeared that the only way in 
which the bill could be report~d from 
conference was to make some adjust~ 
ment. The House had acceded to our 
position on three very important items 
in the bill. They refused to agree .fully· 
with us on our provision in connection 
with this section. We did our best to 
sustain the action of the Senate, but we 
felt we were under an obligation to try, 
at least, to bring some bill out of con
ference. 

There was a discussion in the com
mittee of conference about the fact that 
Members of the Senate, and I believe 
Members of the House also; are entitled 
to an allowance of $600 for office rent in 
their respective States. I do not be
lieve any Member has ever charged $600 
unless he paid it for office rent. For my 
own part, I am fortunate to have an 
office in the Federal Building. I have 
never received any of the $600 which has 
been authorized for Senators and Rep
resentatives to maintain offices in their 
1·espective States. 

Neither do I know of any Member who 
has purposely stayed out of a Federal 
building, if he could have obtained space 
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in one and has rented an office on the 
outside. 

It seems to me that this is somewhat 
the same kind of situation . . I realize 
that public policy is involved. · We . 
thought we hap the language pinned 
down so that it would be am-ply clear 
that it was not salary, not a gimmick, 
not a method of trying to get compensa
tion, and then of covering it up. It was 
simply a straightforward provision for 
reimbursement of necessary expendi
tures for one's office. 

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] said that a Senator _ might 
charge something which -might be in the 
nature of a fringe benefit, and -then 
charge other items off on his income tax. 
T.he interpretation of the Internal Reve
nue Service is that what a Sei)ator can 
charge off in the way of extra expenses 
is identical to the language in the bill, · 
namely, necessary office expenses directly 
arising from the running · of his office. 

· So I cannot see any validity in the point 
raised by the Senator from Delaware. 

The matter is now before the Senate. 
I hope we can vote it up or down at an 
early time. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
Vote! 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the confer-
ence report. · 

The report was rejected. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
· The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator froin Delaware will st~te it. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. · Ln I correct in my 

understanding that before a motion is . 
made to instruct .the conferees: .a motion 
should first be i:nade to authorize the . 

· Chair to appoint the conferees on the 
part of the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, and 
to ask for a second conference. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I move that the 
Senate ask for a second conference and 
that the Chair appoint conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. W:{LLIAMS. I now move that the 

conferees on the. part of the Senate be 
instructed to insist upon.the elimination 
from the conference report of the lan
guage contained in subsection (b) of sec
tion 4, amending section 601 (b) of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of '1946, 
as amended. · · 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I ask for the yeas 
and nays on the motion of the Senator 
from Delaware . . 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I join in the re
quest of the Senator from California. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the. roll. 
Mr. CLEMENTS. I suggest the ab

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll . 
. Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent tl}at the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The result was announced-yeas 62, 
nays 7, as follo-ws: 

YEAS-62 
·Aiken Ervin •Mundt 

The question is on . agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from Delaware 
[.Mr. WILLIAMS]. The ·yeas and nays 
having been ordered, the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 

Senator from Tennessee ·[Mr. GoREl, 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HuMPHREY], the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. JoHNSTON], the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR], the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA], the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE], the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY], and the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. RoBERTSON] are absent on 
o:fflcial business. 

, Anderson -
Barkley . 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bible 

. F-landers -
Frear 
Fulbright 
George 
Goldwater 
Hayden 
Hennings 
Hill 
·Holland 
Jackson 
Jenner 
Knowland 
Kuchel 
Long 
Mansfield 
Martin, Pa. 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
Millikin 
Monroney · 

· Murray 
Neuberger 
Pastore 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith, N.J. 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Thurmond 
Watkins 
Welker 
Williams 
Young 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
GREEN] is absent by leave of the Senate 
to attend the inauguration of the Presi-
dent of Cuba. • 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHN
soN] and the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] are absent by leave 
of the Senate because of illness. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON] is absent by leave . of the 
Senate to attend his 25th anniversary 
celebration in the State of Washington. 

I further announce that on this vote 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE], 
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
GREEN], the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY], the Senator from _. 
Texas [Mr. JoHNSON], the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON], the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY], the Senator from Oklahoma· [Mr. 
KERR], the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. MAGNUSON], the ·senator from 
Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA], the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. MORSE], the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY], and the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], if , present 
and voting, would vote "yea." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Coiorado [Mr. ALLOTTJ. 
the Senators from Ohio [Mr. BENDER and 
Mr. BRICKER], the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. HRUSKA], the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. LANGER], the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. MALONE], and the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN] are 
absent on official business: 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] is absent by 
leave of the Senate to attend the in
augural ceremonies of the President of 
Cuba. 

The Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] 
is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] is necessarily absent. 

.The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE
HART], the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. DuFF], the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. ScHOEPPEL], and the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. THYE] are detained on 
official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA], the Sena
tor from Kansas [Mr. ScHOEPPEL J, and 
the Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] 
would each vote "yea." 

Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Carlson 
Case, N.J. 
case, S. Dak. 
Chavez 
Clements 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Daniel 
Douglas 
Dwor:ohak 
Ellender 

Bridges 
Dirksen· 
Eastland 

NAYS-7 
,Ives 
Kefauver 
Kilgore 

Lehman 

NOT V.OTING-27 
Allott Humphrey ·McNamara 
Bender Johnson, Tex. Morse , 
Bricker Johnston, S.C. Neely 
Capehart Kennedy O'Mahoney 
Duff Kerr Robertson 
Gore Langer Schoeppel 
Green Magnuson Smith, Maine 
Hickenlooper Malone ThYe. 
Hruska Martin, Iowa Wiley 

So Mr. WILLIAMS' motion was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair apwints as conferees on the. part 
of the Senate the Senator from Tennes
see [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator froni 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Sen
ator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. WATKINs], . 
and the Senator from Illinois [Mr. · 
DIRl{SEN]. 

ORDER FOR DISPENSING WITH CALL 
OF THE CALENQAR ON MONDAY 
Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. Presiqent, I ask 

unanimous consent that on Monday, the 
call of the calendar be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so o;rdered. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY 
Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I am 

about to ' move an adjournment to Mon
day. Before doing so I wish to inform 
the Senate· that the only possible busi- . 
ness which I am aware at this time will 
come before the Senate on ·Monday will' 
be the second conference report on H. R. 
3828, which I hope may be brought back 
by that time. 

I now move that the Senate stand ad
journed until noon, on Monday next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 
o'clock and 13 minutes p. mJ the Senate 
adjourned until Monday, February 28, 
1955, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate February 25, 1955: 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Robert Tripp Ross, of New York, to be an 
Ass.istant Secretary of Defense. 

.. 
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IN THE ARMY 

The following-named persons for reap~ 
pointment to the active list of the Regular 
Army of the United States, in · the grades 
specified, from the temporary disability re· 
tired list, under the provisions of titlet IV, 
Career Compensation Act of 1949 (Publtci 
Law 351, 81st Congress) : 

To be colonel 
Perry, Russell v., 015383. 

To be captains 

Ancker, Jack P., 037217 . . 
Bush, Hugh W., Jr., 060626. 
The following-named persons for appoint

ment in the Regular Army of the United 
States, in the grades and corps specified, 
under the provisions of section 506 of the 
Offi'cer Personnel Act of 1947 (Public Law 381, 
80th Cong.), title II of the act of August 5; 
1947 (Public Law 365, 80th Cong.), Public 
Law 759, 80th Congress, and Public Law 36, 
80th Congress, as amended by Public Law 37, 
83d Congress: 

To be cap.tains 

Connolly, John R., MC, 02103459. 
Cowgill, Herbert F., MC. 
Kilpatrick, William C., Jr., ~c. 01717778. 
Mincks, James R., MC, 02097881. 

To be first lieutenants 
Blough, Leland s., MC, 04003873. 
Gardenier, Edward D., DC, _02267251. 
Horton, Virginia A., ANC, N780235. 
Hunsuck, Ervin E., DC, 02270447. 
Johnson, Elizabeth F., ANC, N798022. 
Louro, Jose M., MC, 02041851. 
Mitchell, Bradford W., JAGC, 02237214. 
Parker, James W~ MSC, 0717952. 
Pogrebniak, Alexander, MC, 02268932. 
Young, William H., Jr., MSC, 02263182. 

To be second lieutenant 
Randolph, George B., Jr., MSC, 01920422. 
The following-named persons for appoint

ment in the Medical Corps,· Regular Army of 
the United States, in the grade of first lieu
tenant, under the provisions of section 506 of 
the Officer Personnel Act of 1947 (Public Law 
381, 80th Cong.), subject to completion of 
internship: · 

Abrams, Fredrick R., 02273772. 
Barrett, O'Neill, Jr., 0971387. 
Bergin, James J., 02273743. 
Boehrer, Philip M., 04030393. 
Canby, John P., 04024337. 
Carey, Philip 0., 02268941. 
Herman, Robert H., 02268938 
Price, Frank W., 04002903. 
Price, Ira B., 04002576. 
Grass, Adrian L., 02273750. 
The following-named persons for appoint

ment in the Regular Army of · the United 
States, in the grades specified, under the 
provisions of section 506 of the Officer Per
sonnel Act of 1947 (Public ·Law 381, 80th 
Cong.): 

To be first lieutenants 
Broady, William, 02028412. 
Sherberg, Auden L., 01924859. 

To be second lieutenants 
Berry, Fred C., Jr. 
Craver, Roger H., 04021064. 
Early, Charles D., Jr. 
Foley, WilUam R., 04006426. 
Simcox, George N., 04026470. 
Treadway, Thomas J. 
The following-named distinguished mili

tary student for appointment in the Medical 
Service Corps, Regular Army of the United 
States, in the grade of second lieutenant, 
under the provisions of section 506 of the Offi
cer Personnel Act of 1947 (Public Law 381, 
80th Cong.): 

Lawson, Lowell F. 
The following-named distinguished mnt

tary students for appointment i~ the Regu-. 

lar Army of the United States, in the grade 
of second lieutenant, under the provisions 
of section 506 of the Officer Personnel Act 
of 1947 (Public Law 381, 80th Cong.): 

Kaczenski, John A. 
Krengel, Thomas F. 
Lokie, Andrew P., 04032758. 
McFather, Bennie· s., 04033500. 
Mt,Irphy, Charles K., 04029919. 
Pede, August R. 
Perry, Archie, 04025001. 
Price, Raymond S., 04024963. 
Saxon, George E. 
St~eet, Clover B. 
Soupene, James C., Jr., 04029449. 
Vandeventer, William R. 
Weiskirch, Thomas N., Jr., 01940922. 
W111iams, Thomas W., 04029469. 

IN THE COAST GUARD 

The following persons to be chief warrant 
officers, W-3, in the United States Coast 
Guard: · 

Charles E. Haley 
Zoltan Papp 
Claude M. Hutchins 

The following persons to be chief warrant 
officers, W-2, in tlie United States Coast 
Guard: · 
Edward R. Harris 
Francis A. Massey 
Par~er R. Johnson 
Philip H. Fry 
Thadeus Penry 
Albert J. Bates 
Michael Kabaczy 
John H. Brown 
Manuel L. Bent 
Walter P. Stipcich 
Clarence B. An9-erson 
Robert H. Burn 
Leroy H. Harmon 
Joseph J. Dobrow, Jr. 
Alfred M. Livingston 
John P. Ryan 
Roland R. Davis 
Oliver F. Rossin 
James W. Lockhart 
Russell M. Young 
Kenneth E. Payson 
Cyril D. Kring 
Gene D. Vecchione 
Harry V. Hardy 
Andrew Kirkpatrick 
Oliver T. Henry, Jr. 
William Keokosky 
Louis S. Schweitzer · 
John R. Howarth 
Howell 0. Wall 
Elmer J. Nolan 
Frank Jakelsky 
Anthony F. Glaza, Jr. 
Meredith D. Hazzard 
Frank J. Recely 
Elmer C. Knudson 
Walter V. Corteg 
Gordon B. Swarthout 
William F. Winslow 
John Senik 
Joseph L. St. Pierre 
Robert S. Phillips 
"A" "Z"· Shows 
Carroll Tingle 
Luke B. Midgett 
Paul A. Woodard 
Moses McNure 
Woodrow F. Clookie 
Malcolm Versaw 
William R. Gaither 
Fletcher- R. Peele 

Edward E. Lewis 
Louis M. Piermattel 
Andrew Hauswirth 
Ellis M. Moore 
Harvey J. Hardy 
Frank D. Coffey 
James A. Somers 
Roy L. Singleton 
Alexander M. Grant 
Kenneth G. Fields. 
Gustave A. Kuhnert 
John W. Short 
Earlie w. Shelton 
Ernest R. Stacy 
Roy Huffstetler 
John Ventre 
Nevette A. Gardebled 
Neal Griffin 
Charles R. Ellington, 

Jr. 
Charles E. Christman 
Leonard W. Arnold 
Henry L. Cotton 
Kenneth E. Diem 
Raymond L. Barnett 
Bernard A. Koebbe 
Irving T. Bloxom 
Suell R. Grimm 
James W. Freeman 
Homer E. McCullough 
Foister E. Blair 
Norris D. Hickman 
Charles U. Stastka 
Thomas J. Bennett 
Norman R. Hundwin 
Andrew J. Donaldson 
Walter R. Terry 
John T. Mears, Jr. 
Victor J. Shurkus 
Harold D. Gallery 
Robert N. Piland, Jr. 
Clemens F. Knox · 
John J. Pinton 
Harry L. Partridge 
Thomas A. Smith 
Martin J. Connolly 
John E. Giles 
Lloyd L. Franklin 
Ralph L. Tarr 
Henry 0. Aeschliman 
William S. Gray, Jr. _ 
George A. J. Michaud 
Allen S. Marsdale 
John Szakara 
Earl W. Skinner 
Hobart E. Sadler 
Robert S. Gaddy 
Van H. White, Jr. 

Leon A. Anderson 
George B. Schack 
Albert DeCosta 
Leanest L. Tillett 
Gilbert Coughlan 
Henry A. Cook 
John Chartuck 
William E . White, Jr . William D. Oliver 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate February 25, 1955: 
NATIONAL SECURITY TRAINING CoMMISSION 

Albert J. Hayes, of Maryland, to be a mem
ber of the National Security Training Com
mission, for the remainder of the term ex-
piring June 19, 1958. · 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Louis S. Rothschild, of Missouri, to . be 
Under Secretary of Comme_rc_e for Transpor·
tation. 

TAX COURT· OF THE UNITED STATES 

Allin H. Pierce, of Illinois, to be judge of 
the Tax Court of the United States for the 
unexpired term of 12 years from June 2, 1948. 

CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD 

Ross Rizley, of Oklahoma, to be a member 
of the Civil Aeronautics Board, for the term 
expiring December 31, 1960. · · 

RENEGOTIATION BOARD 

Thomas Coggeshall, of Connecticut, to be 
a member of the Renegotiation Board. 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

The following candidates for appointment 
in the Regular Corps, subject to qualifica
tions therefor as provided by law and regu
lations, to be effective date of acceptance: 

To be assistant surgeons 
John W. Glotfelty John F. Ice 
John D. Tovey Inez L. Ice 

To be a'£sistant dental surgeon 
George J. Yocum 

•• .. ... • • 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 1955 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rev. R. Paul Schearrer, minister, Ta .. 

koma Park Presbyterian Church, Wash .. 
ington, D. C., offered the following 
prayer: 

Eternal God, the Father of us all and 
the only sure hope of all mankind, we 
bow before Thee in humility and rever· 
ence. We would voice our common grat· 
itude for the freedoms and blessings of 
life which we enjoy. Deliver us from 
pride of position and possessions. May 
we never forget the obligation that rests 
upon the strong. · · 

On this World Day of Prayer, when 
millions upon millions of Thy children 
of every continent and color are praying 
for .peace ·on earth, we would add our sin .. 
cere supplications that this world may be 
spareq from the horrors of another war. 
Free us ·from the bondage of suspicion 
and hate. Increase our faith in Thy 
power to save us from self-destruction. 
Give us the vision of a better day ·or 
brotherhood and the united will to work 
for its coming. In the name of the 
Prince of Peace. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes· 
terday was read and approved. 

INCREASE IN SALARIES OF JUSTICES 
AND JUDGES OF UNITED STATES 
COURTS AND MEMBERS OF CON..; 
GRESS 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 

the gentleman from New York [Mr." 
CELLERJ. 
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Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill <H. R. 
'3828) to adjust the salaries of judges of 
United States courts, United States at
torneys, Members of Congress, and f<tr 
..other purposes, and ask unanimous con
sent that the statement of the managers 
on the part ef the House be read in lieu 
of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman fr.om New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
The conference report and statement 

are as follows: 

CONFERENCE .REPORT (H. REPT. No. 79) 
The committee of conference on the disa

greeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
3828) to adjust the salaries of judges . of 
United States courts, United States attor
neys, Members of Congress, and for other 
purposes, having met, after full and free 
conference, have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate to 
the text of the bill and agree to the same 
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed to be inserted by the 
Senate amendment insert the following: 

"That (a) section 5 of title 28, United 
States Code, relating to the Chief Justice 
of the United States and to the Associate 
Justices of the Supreme Court of the United 
States, is amended by striking out '$25,500' 
and substituting therefor '$35,500', and by 
striking out '$25,000' and substituting there
for '$35,000'. . . 

"(b) Section 44 (d) of title 28, United 
States Code, relating to circuit judges, is 
amended by striking out '$17,500' and sub
stituting therefor '$25,!)00'. 

"(c) Section 135 of title 28, United States 
Code, .relating to district judges, is amended 
by striking out '$15,000' and substituting 
therefor '$22,500', and by striking out '$15,-
500' and substituting therefor '$23 ,000'. 

"(d) Section 173 of title 28, United States 
Code, relating to judges of the Court of 
Claims, is amended by striking out '$17,500' 
and substituting therefor '$25,500'. 

"(e) Section 213 of title 28, United States 
Code, relating to judges of the Court of Cus
toms and Patent Appeals, is amended by 
striking out '$17,500' and substituting there-
for '$25,500'. • 

"(f) Section 252 of title 28, United States 
Code, relating to judges of the Customs 
Court, is amended by striking out '$15,000' 
and substituting therefor '$22,500'. 

"(g) The first paragraph of section 4 of 
the Act approved June 6, 1900 (31 Stat. 322; 
48 U. S. C., sec. 101), as amended, relating 
to the District Court for the District of 
Alaska, is amended by striking out '$15,000' 
and substituting therefor '$22,500'. 

"(h) Section 7443 (c) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954, relating to judges of 
the Tax Court of · the United States, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"'(c) Salary: Each judge shall receive sa1-
ary at the rate of $22,500 per annum, to be 
paid in monthly installments.' 

"(i) (1) Article 67 of the Uniform Code 
of Military Justice, relating to judges of the 
Court of Military Appeals, is amended by 
striking out '$17,500' and substituting there
for '$25,500'. 

" ( 2) Such article is further amended by 
adding at the end of subdivision {a) (1) 
thereof the following: 'Each judge shall, 
upon his certificate, be paid by the Secretary 
of Defense all ·necessary traveling expenses, 
and also his reasonable maintenance ex-

penses actually incurred, not exceeding $15 
per day, while attending court or transacting 
official business at a place other than his offi
cial station. The official station of such 
judges for such purpose shall be the District 
of Columbia.' 

"SEc. 2. (a) Section 508 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

" • § 508. Salaries 
•• 'The Attorney General shall fix the an

nual salaries of United States attorneys, as
sistant United States attorneys, and attor
neys appointed under section 503 of this title 
within the following limitations: 

"'United States attorneys-not less 'than 
$12,000 or more than $20,000; and 

"'Assistant United States attorneys and 
attorneys appointed under section 503 of this 
title-not ·more than $15,000.' 

"(b) The salaries of United States attor
neys and assistant United States attorneys 
for the districts of Alaska, Canal Zone, and 
the Virgin Islands are subject to the provi
sions of section 508 of title 28, United States 
Code. 

"SEC. 3. (a) The compensation of the Dep
uty Attorney General shall be at the rate of 
$21,000 per annum. 

"(b) The compensation of the Solicitor 
General shall be at the rate of $20,500 per 
annum. 

"(c) The compensation of each Assistant 
Attorney General, other than the Adminis
trative Assistant Attorney General, shall be 
at the rate of $20,000 per annum. 

"SEc. 4. (a) Section 601 (a) of the Legisla
tive Reorganization · Act of 1946, as amended, 
is amended to read as follows: 

"'(a) The compensation of Senators, Rep
resentatives in Congress, Delegates from the 
Territories, and the Resident Commissioner 
from Puerto Rico shall be at the rate of $22,-
500 per annum each; and the compensation 
of the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives shall be at the rate of $35,000 per 
annum.' 

" (b) Se-ction 601 (b) of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

" • (b) For the purpose of assisting in de
fraying expenses incurred in the operation of 
their respective offices, each Senator, Repre
sentative in Congress, Delegate from the Ter
ritories, and the Resident Commissioner 
from Puerto Rico shall be entitled to reim
bursement for such expenses for each fiscal 
year at the rate of $1,250 per annum, which 
shall accrue quarterly arid be paid in quar
terly installments upon itemized vouchers 
certified by such Senator, Representative, 
Delegate, or Resident Commissioner. 
Amounts paid under this subsection subse-

Position 

quent to March 1, 1955 shall not be deemed 
to be salary, pay, or compensation for the 
purposes of the Civil Service Retirement Act 
of May 29, 1930, as amended.' 

"(c) Section 104 of title 3 of the United 
States Code (relating to the compensation 
of the Vice President) is amended by strik
ing out '$30,000' and substituting therefor 
'$35,000'. 

"SEC. 5. In addition to any amounts here
tofore authorized by law for travel, the Vice 
President, each Senator, Representative, 
Delegate, and the Resident Commissioner 
from Puerto Rico, shall be allowed, under 
regulations prescribed by the Committee on 
Rules and Administration of the Senate and 
the Committee on House Administration of 
the House of Representatives, respectively, 
out of the contingent fund of the Senate 
or House of Representatives, as the case may 
be, the expenses incurred in making not to 
exceed five round trips per year, beginning 
at noon of January 3 of a calendar year and 
ending at noon on January 3 of the suc
ceeding calendar year, between Washington, 
District of Columbia, and the State, con
gressional district, Terri tory, or possession 
which he represents in Congress or, in the 
case of the Vice President, the State of his 
legal residence. 

"SEc. 6. The provisions of this Act shall 
take effect on March 1, 1955.'' 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
That the Senate recede from its amend· 

ment to the title of the bill. 
EMANUEL CELLER, 
FRANCIS E. WALTER, 
CHAUNCEY W. REED, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
ESTES KEFAUVER, 
HARLEY M. KILGORE, 
JAMES 0. EASTLAND, 
ARTHUR V. WATKINS, 
EVERETT M. DIRKSEN, 

Ma1}-agers on the Part of the Senate. 

STATEMENT 
The manag-ers on the part of the House 

at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to th-e bill (H. R. 3828) to adjust 
the salaries of judges of United States courts, 
United States attorneys, Members of Con
gress, and for other purposes, submit the 
following statement in explamation of the 
effect of the action agreed upon by the con
ferees and recommended in the accompany
ing conference report: 

The following table sets forth the differ
ence between the House and Senate ver
sions and the conference report as to the 
rna tter of salaries: 

House Senate Conference 

Chief Justice __________________________ -_- _---_--_-- ___ -------_---_- $35,500 
35,000 
25,000 
22,500 
23,000 
25,000 
25,000 
22,500 
22,.500 
22,500 
25,000 

$35,000 
34, 500 
25, 500 
22,500 
23,000 
25,500 
25,500 
22,500 
22,500 
22,500 
25,500 

$35,500 
35,000 
25,500 
22,500 
23,000 
25,500 
25, 500 
22,500 
22,500 
22,500 
25,500 

Associate Justice ___________ _____ _____ ---- - ___ __________ ----- ______ _ 
Court of appeals _____ ------ _______________________________________ _ 
District court ________________ ____ __________ ---------- _____________ _ 
Chief judge, District of Columbia----------------------------------
Court of Claims ____________ ---------- --------------- ------------ --

g~~l~~~ ~~~:~~:-~!:~:~!~=======~============================== 
Alaska District Court. ___ --- --------------------------------------
Tax Court_ __________ -----_-----_---_------------------------------
Military Appeals _____ ___________ ----------------- ___ ------- ______ _ 
United States attorneys ________________________________ ---------- __ 
Assistant and special attorneys-------------------------------------
Deputy Attorney GeneraL ___________ ------- __________ -----------_ 
Solicitor GeneraL _________ -------------------------_------- --- ___ _ Assistant Attorney GeneraL ___ ------ _____________________________ _ 
Vice President ________ --------- ___________________________________ _ 
Speaker __________________________________________________________ " __ 
Jl,1embers" ______________________________________ _____ _________ ___ __ _ 

1 No provision. 

12, 000 to 20, 000 
6, 000 to 15, 000 

21,000 
20,500 
20,000 
35,000 
35,000 
22,500 

{I) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 

35,000 
35,000 
22,500 

12, 000 to 20, 000 
Up to 15,000 

21,000 
20,500 
20,000 
35,000 
35,000 
22, 500 

TRAVEL ALLOWANCE 
The House version of the bill made no 

provision for any additional travel allowance 
for Members of Cong;ress. The Senate ver· 
sian provided fo.r an additional five round 
trips per year, commencing on January 3 
of one year and ending on January 3 of the 

following year, under rules and regulations 
promulgated by the Committee on Rules of 
the Senate as it relates to Senators, and by 
the Committee on House Administration of 
the House of Representatives as it relat-es 
to the Members of that body. The House 
accepted the language of that provision in 
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the Senate bill with a minor modification in 
order to clarify the point that the Vice Presi
dent would be included in the provision on 
travel allowance as provided by section 43a, 
title 2, United States Code. That provision 
would pla<:e the Vice President on a par with 
the Speaker of the House in this particular 
situation. 

The Senate version provided that the 
judges of the Court of Mili~ary Appeals 
would receive up to $15 per day for travel 
and maintenance expenses incurred while 
traveling on official duty. The House ver
sion contained no such provision. Since the 
justices and judges of the other United 
States courts now receive such an allowance, 
the House accepted the Senate version. 

COMPENSATION OF LEGISLATIVE EMPLOYEES 

The House version of the bill contained a 
provision to raise the maximum basic com
pensation of professional and clerical staff 
members of the standing committees to 
$10,000 and further provided that the ceil
ing of $11,646 as it related to legislative em
ployees be adjusted so that the ceiling exist
ing under the classified pay act should be 
substituted therefor. The House receded 
from its insistence on this provision, which 
was not contained in the Senate version of 
the bill, but it was the opinion of the con
ferees on the part of both Houses that some 
adjustment should be made relating to pay 
increases to legislative personnel. It was 
the further sense of the conferees that the 
respective committees of each House explore 
the sa laries of all legislative personnel for 
the purpose of an upward adjustment in 
relation to their pay as it is believed that 
this matter is essentially one which should 
be the subject of a pay act applying to all 
legislative personnel. 

REIMBURSEMENT FOR OFFICE EXPENSES 

Subsection (b) of section 2 of the Senate 
version provided for repeal of the existing 
$2,500 expense allowance to Members of Con
gress. No similar provision was contained 
in the House bill. 'I'he conferees agreed that 
while the present expense allowance to Mem
bers of Congress should be eliminated, there 
nevertheless is a need for reimbursement for 
certain office expenses incurred by Members 
for such things as additional stamps, phone 
calls, telegrams, robo plates, stationery for 
robo machines, and like expenses incidental 
to the proper maintenance and operation of 
their office. Accordingly, the conferees 
agreed to language which provided the sum 
of $1,250 a-nnually by which Members of 
Congress would be reimbursed for certain 
expenses actually incurred over and above 
those for which they were already compen
sated in the operation and maintenance of 
their office. The conferees agreed that the 
sum of $1,250 annually should be paid in 
quarterly installments upon itemized vouch
ers submitted by them and that it was a 
reasonable amount to be included in order 
to assist in defraying the expenses of their 
office. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

The Senate version provided that the ef
fective date of the act would be the first 
day of the month following the date of en
actment. The House bill provided that the 
effective date would be January 1, 1955, for 
those provisions relating to the executive 
and judicial branches of the Government 
and the date of commencement of the 84th 
Congress for the provisions relating to the 
legislative branch of the Government. The 
conference report provided that the effective 
date of the act shall be March 1, 1955. 

EMANUEL CELLER, 

FRANCIS E. WALTER, 

CHAUNCEY W. REED, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the conference 
report. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The conference report was agreed to; 

and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, I con

tinue to be opposed and intend to vote 
against H. R. 3828, as it comes to the 
House of Representatives in the form of 
the conference report. This measure 
would still provide for an increase of 
$7,500, or 50 percent, in the salaries of 
the Members of Congress. I continue to 
feel that it is inappropriate for a new 
Member of Congress to vote for a pay in
crease of this magnitude. 

AMENDMENT OF McCARRAN
WALTER ACT 

Mr. DAVIDSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the REcORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. D.\VIDSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 

today introducing an omnibus immigra
tion and citizenship bill along with Sen
ators LEHMAN and HUMPHREY and my 
colleague, Congressman CELLER, to com
pletely overhaul, revise, and replace the 
discriminatory immigration and citi
zenship laws now on our statute books. 
This recodification of the McCarran
Walter Act is long overdue. The McCar
ran-Walter Act in its present form has 
been the law of the land far too long. 
If it had been the law of our country 
in our early days, America could never 
have grown to its present greatness and 
indeed would never have been the Amer
ica that it is. 

There is nothing in this bill which 
impairs the security of our country. It 
merely eliminates the shame of racism 
and national discrimination from the 
body of our law. It eradicates the stigma 
of second-class citizenship now imposed 
on millions of naturalized Americans. 
All right-thinking citizens of our coun
try, if they knew the facts, I am sure 
would join in demanding that Congress 
pass this measure without delay. 

WINDFALLS IN CONNECTION WITH 
SECTION 608 HOUSING PROJECTS 
Mr. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re· 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, some 

months ago there was a great fuss raised 
in the press over the so-called windfalls 
in connection with section 608 housing 

projects. At that time, along with many 
others, I urged that the investigations be 
extended into the section 213 coopera
tives. I said then, and I repeat, that a 
thorough and full investigation of the 
cooperative housing program would 
make the so-called 608 windfalls look like 
penny-ante stuff. Unfortunately, while 
the committee handling the matter at 
that time made a very fine analysis of 
the problem, no worthwhile remedial leg
islation has resulted from the same. 

Whether or not these investigations 
continue, and are extended, it is now 
perfectly obvious that the 213 coopera
tors are in serious financial difficulty be
cause of circumstances over which they 
had absolutely no control. . It is perfect
ly obvious that they are entitled to some 
.measure of relief so that the inflated 
maintenance costs of the 213's can be 
kept at a minimum. In my opinion, Mr. 
Speaker, we have a duty to these citizens 
to correct some of these inequities if it 
is possible. 

I am today introducing a bill which 
would in essence reduce the FHA mort
gage premiums from one-half of 1 per· 
cent per annum to one-fourth of 1 per
cent per annum. 

I am told that this measure, if en
acted, would reduce maintenance costs 
per unit per year of 213's by as much as 
$10,000. 

I submit that while this would only be 
a feeble step in the right direction, it 
would pave the way for restoring the 
confidence of our people in the agencies 
of our Government. 

I most emphatically urge my col
leagues to join with me in this measure. 
I truly believe that in passing this bill 
we would not only correct a basic in
equity, but would also be discharging our 
obligation and our responsibilities to our 
people. 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that on Tuesday, 
March 1, the House Small Business Com· 
mittee may sit during general debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

REVENUE ACT OF 1955 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill <H. R. 4259) to pro· 
vide a 1-year extension of the existing 
corporate normal tax rate and of certain 
existing excise-tax rates, and to provide 
a $20 credit against the individual in
come tax for each personal exemption. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 4259, with 
Mr. PRIEST in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

bill is considered as having been read for 
amendment. No amendments are in 
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order except those offered by the Com
mittee on Ways and Means and one 
amendment to strike ou.t aU after lme 
17, page 4 -of the bill. 

Are there any committee amend
ments? 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman .. there 
are no committee amendments to ·be 
offered to the pending bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from New York have an amend
ment? 

Mr. REED of New Y'Ork. Mr. Chair
man, 1 offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. REED of New 

York: Strike out all after line 17, page 4, 
of the bill. 

Mr. REED of New 'York. Mr. Chair
man, I beHeve that this is the most im
portant issue that has arisen on the floor 
of the House during my service here. 

Last night I took the ftoor to point 
out the <Character of tihe issue before this 
House. Under our form of Government, 
the Committee on Ways and Means and 
every Qther committee of the House is 
a small legislative body within the great
est legislative body of any country in 
the world. I think we -are an proud of 
that fact. we cannot afford by sharp 
practice or by surprise to lower the 
prestige of this great legislative body in 
the eyes of the world. 

If this body has not the conscience, if 
it does not believe in fair play, if it de
velops a precedent for hitting below the 
belt, people are going to know it, and 
they cannot have any more confidence in 

·us than our record shows that we have 
in ourselves. 

I have always been very much inter
ested in President Tacker, of Dartmouth 
College. In a notable sermon he asked 
the question: 

Have we a national conscience which ean 
bear the strain that is coming upon it? 

He said: 
I believ.e that you wish to build up a 

conscience firm and strong enough to meet 
the needs of the Nation, because y0u must 
know that wi.th your answer is bound up 
the destiny of the Nation we love. 

I think we all ought to take that to 
heart. We face the most unscrupulous 
enemy in the Soviet Union. They are 
looking for every .little thing they can 
find to _point out that we are a dishonest 
nation, that we cannot stick fu the truth, 
that we w.oilld resort, fo:r instance in 
this instance~ in one part of thli.s .great 
body to taking tmdue advantage of the 
other. 

I know the chairman oi this commit
tee, and .I am fond of him. 1 am just as 
sure as that I am alive that he does not 
countenance this sort of pra<ctice. He 
has p:rlde in being chairman. Not very 

. many men have been chairman. 
Coming fr.om the great State of New 

York, the largest taxpaying State in the 
Union, I had the opportunity to serve as 
chairman for only 2 years. I felt proud 
of that. I know that he does. · We want 
to maintain the prestige of this great 
committee within this great legislative 
body by following the highest standards. 
I do not want to see this attempt made 
a precedent to be flashed aU over the 

world and especially to our enemies who 
fill the air every day with their propa
ganda about how unfaithful we are to 
true principles and honesty and so forth. 

Tbis amendment that bas been at
tached to this bill does not belong here. 
I still cannot believe that they w-anted to 
.cheat us out of the opportunity of ap
-pearing in .connection with this or know
ing anything about this situation. 

I shan not characterize this by any 
violent words. I just fee~ hurt and dis
tressed that anything like this should 
happen in this Congress. I want this 
body to stand before the w.orid as an 
example of what is good, straight, honest 
legislating. I want t-o protect the pres
tige and the honor of ~every committee of 
this House. 

If we do this today, it is going to be 
done in other committees, and sooner 
or later it is going to have a corrupting 
inftuence. Let us live up to our eon
science and strike this out. We know it 
will not work. We know that great insti
tutions such as the life insurance com
panies are today worrying; they do not 
know what to tell their clients. They do 
not want to see the insurance whittled 
down. That is what it is going to do. 
You are going to have inflation. You are 
going to pretend to give these people 
something and then take it away throagh 
inflation. 

So I trust that when the vote comes 
here men on both sides of the House will 
stand by the conscience and sense of fair 
play of this great Congress and wipe out 
this amendment, for which there is ab
solutely no defense. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pending amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the effect of the pend
ing amendment is to strike out of this 
bill the $20 tax-credit provision for a 
taxpayer and each of his exemptions. 

Last year when the deficit in the 
Treasury was about double what it is 
now tax relief of about double the 
amount proposed here was advocated 
and urged by the administration. The 
bill then passed provided for far greater 
tax relief for business and the high-in
come taxpayers than the small amount 
llere proposed for the low-income tax
payers. 

We have heard a good deal of talk 
about inflation. I am just wondering 
whether anybody can seriously believe 

· that $800 million difference next year is 
· going to start a spiral of intlation in this 
country when last year twice that 
amount was added to the deficit in the 

-Treasury and we heard nothing about 
the question of inftation. 

The bill passed last year was estimated 
then to lose a billion and a half dollars 
of revenue, about double the amount 
suggested by this . Democratic provision 
in this bill, and there is no doubt in the 
world that the loss of revenue will be 
vastly in e~cess of that a{p.ount. 

The distinguished gentleman from 
New York [Mr. ZELENKO] made a very 
effective statement here yesterday in 
which he pointed out that one provision 
in that bin passed last year, with respect 
to the accounting methods, wiU p!'obab1y 
lose $5 bilUons, and there is no telling 
how far it wt"U g.(}. 

The question presented here today is 
one of simple justice for the low-income 
taxpayers of this countr-y. Let me 
point out for the consideration of my 
good friend from Texas fMr. DIES] who 
spoke here yesterday, and many others 
who have spoken, that this is the first 
administrati:on in my knowledge in 
peacetime that has not even recom
mended or suggested a baianced budget 
for this Government of ours. I was here 
during the administration of Mr. Hoover. 
·Mr. Hoover recommended taxes to pro
vide for a balanced budget. Of .course, 
we know that during Mr. Roosevelt's ad
ministration he had the great depression 
and the most expensive war in all of 
human history to· finance. But Mr. 
Truman in 19'51 :-ecommended taxes of 
about $10 billion to balance the budget 
and the Congress only gave him about 
half of that amount. In 1952~ Mr. Tru
man again recommended taxes to bal
ance the budget. This administration 
has not even recommended or requested 
any revenue to balance the Federal budg
et. -There is no indication that they 
expect to balance the budget as far as 
asking for additional revenue is con
cerned. Now we have this :situation pre
sented here-that last year the adminis-

. tration could urge and secure the pas
sage of legislation increasing the deficit 
by at least $1,500,000.000 or about double 
the amount that is even suggested here 
today, and we heard nothing about in
ftation at that time or that the Govern
ment was headed toward bankruptcy. 

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 
Mr. DIES. The gentleman certainly 

heard my speech last year in which I de
nounced the tax revision bill for the same 
reason that I am opposed to the inclusion 

· of this deduction. 
Mr. COOPER. I compliment the gen

tleman. He was right then, but I am 
· afraid he is not as right today. 

Mr. Chairman, this provision which is 
sought to be stricken out by this amend
ment .simply provides for a limited de
gree of relief, most of which, or at least 
66 percent of which will go to the low
income taxpayers of this country. It is 
relief that is justified. The amendment 

. should be voted down and the bill passed, 
as reported by your committee. 

Mr. KEAN. Mr. Chairman. I move to 
stri~e .out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it would have been en
tirely justifiable for the D~mocrat ma
jority to bring before us legislation pro
viding this type of tax reduction in a 
separate bill. An honest determination 
as to whether it was wise at this time to 
vote to further. unbalance the budget for 
the coming fiscal year-and the year after 

. could then have been made . 
However, this attempt by parliamen

tary trickery to make such a reduction 
. veto proof deserves the condemnation of 
.all good Americans who believe in the 
constitutional provision that legislation 
should only become law after passage by 
both Houses and consideration by the 
President as to whether the proposal is 
in accord with ~the Nation's welfare. 

I feel sure that the people of our coun
try, intelligent as they are, will sec 
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through and condemn this shoddy 
maneuver. For this reason alone, even 
those who believe tha-t such a cut is ad
visable should vote to delete this amend
ment, and then do their best to have the 
proposal reported by the Ways and 
Means Committee as a separate bill, 
which can be done by the Democrat 
majority any time they wish. 

As far as the merits of the proposal 
are concerned, the Eisenhower admin
istration through valiant efforts has suc
ceeded in substantial reduction of Gov
ernment spending. 

Th(}ugh rhave·been disappointed that 
we have not succeeded in balancing the 
budget, we are coming closer every year 
to doing so. The trend has been in the 
direction of sound fiscal management. 
We have again achieved an honest dol
lar. The fear of that inflation which is 
the result of unbalanced budgets has 
faded away. The record purchase of 
Government bonds by individuals shows 
their renewal of confidence that the pur
chasing power of their money would not 
be lost if they made such an investment, 
as it was over the 15 Democrat years be
fore 1953. 

This portion of the bill which we are 
attempting to delete would reverse this 
trend; would again indicate that we are 
taking the path of irresponsibility and 
further inflation. 

There is one good thing about this pro
posal and that is that it will remind the 
country that Democrats cannot be 
trusted for sound finances and that if 
through some unfortunate circumstance 
they should resume control of the Gov
ernment in 1957, our people can only look 
forward then to a further rise in the cost 
of living. 

As far as the method of cutting taxes 
provided by this proposal is concerned, 
I believe that when we next are able to 
cut taxes we should not do so by remov
ing 5 million people from their obliga
tions to pay any direct tax in support 
of their Government, but that we should 
1·educe the burden on the lower-income 
group by splitting the lower bracket, so 
that the tax on the first thousand of 
taxable income is at a lower rate than 
the tax on the second thousand. Such 
a provision as the result of my efforts 
was included in the 1947 tax-reduction 
bill when it passed the House, but owing 
to the opposition of the Truman admin
istration was struck out by the Senate. 

I do not believe, however, that the 
American people, much as they long for 
tax reduction, wish one now at the ex
pense of sound fiscal policy. 

It so happens that a week ago I sent 
out a questionnaire which reached each 
residence in my congressional district. I 
took an at-random sampling of the first 
thousand answers to the following ques
tion, "Do you favor an additional tax 
reduction now even though it would 
further unbalance the budget and in
crease the country's debt?" From that 
at-random sampling I found that 758 
opposed a tax cut now and only 242 fa
vored it under present conditions. My 
district is not a district which is a purely 
Republican district. I have not won by 
over 55 percent of the votes since 1946. 

My election this year was by about 53 . Did you hear what it might do to the 
percent. budget when at that time the budget 
. I do not think that the American peo- was more out of balance than it is right 
ple are as dumb as you Democrats think now? You did not . . As a matter of fact, 
they are. I recall the executive sessions of the 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I move committee-and they were executive, 
to strike out the last word. just as ours were; I remember trying to 

Mr. Chairman, during the last 2 days get from the members of the committee 
we have heard .a lot of adjectives here on vn the majority side the ,pos.ition of the 
the floor of the House. A moment ago Republican Treasury Department on 
the gentleman from New Jersey used the those recommendations, and I could not 
expressions ''not to be trusted," "shod- get it. · 
dy," and so on. Talk about irresponsibility. Talk 

Prior to that the distinguished rank- about shoddiness. Talk about inflation. 
ing minority. member of the committee Well, now, it is just a strange situation 
was highly critical of the procedure that we could pass measures last year 
adopted by the committee. He led us to without even getting the views of the 
believe that nothing similar had ever Treasury Department, unbalancing the 
happened in the history of the great budget by $2 billion to $3 billion and that 
Ways and Means Committee. was statesmanship, yet we are irrespon-

The truth of the matter is that this sible. How political can you get? 
procedure was not one bit unusual. I Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
recall the committee sessions on H. R. 1, Chairman, I move to strike out the 
introduced by the gentleman from New requisite number of words. 
York in the beginning of the 83d Con- Mr. Chairman, it is interesting to hear 
gress. After about an hour's discussion the chairman of the Committee on Ways 
in the committee in executive session the and Means talk about balanced budgets. 
distinguished ranking minority member He says that the Democratic Presid::mts 
at that time, the gentleman from Ten- have always asked for a balanced budget, 
nessee [Mr. CooPER] asked that delay be they have always asked for increased 
had until such time as the Treasury De- revenues to meet expenditures. I do 
partment could be heard from, until such not know whether that is true or not, but 
time as the position of the administra- I wonder where the gentleman from 
tion could be made known, until such Tennessee wr,s at the time he was the 
time as hearings might be held on the No.2 man on the Democratic side of the 
proposed legislation. I made a motion, Ways and Means Committee. Certainly 
if I recall correctly, that we hear the the Democratic majority of the Ways 
Secretary of the Treasury-who is the and Means Committee never reported 
present Secretary of the Treasury-Mr. bills which would furnish the revenue 
Humphrey. TJ:.at motion was voted to accomplish that purpose and the 
down by a straight party vote, 15 to 10. - Democratic Congresses never provided 
My recollection is that this vote came on such revenue. 
a I?otion to table, made by ~he. distin- Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that the 
gUished gentleman from Illmms [Mr. present administration believes in ac
MAso~l.. . . tion, not in a lot of unfulfilled promises. 

This time the ~aJonty of the Ways We are actually arriving at a balanced 
and _Means Com~m~tee _under the lead- budget. That is what irritates the 
ershiP of the distmgUished gentleman Democratic side of this House and that is 
from Tennessee called ~he Se?retary of why they want to reduce our revenues 
t~e Treasu!y a~d o~tamed his expres- by the amendment they have inserted in 
sions on this legislatiOn. Two years ago this bill. 
the Republican majority on the com
mittee would not even hear their own 
Secretary of the Treasury. So I believe 
it to be a bit in bad taste to talk about 
our precedure as being shoddy, or star 
chamber proceedings, or secret meetings, 
when everyone knows that this proposal 
has been studied time and time again. 

It did not take the Treasury Depart
ment any great" length of time to com
ment on this proposal, because the meas
ure had been before the Congress pre
viously. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOGGS. No. I am sorry. Get 
your own time. 

Let us do a little talking about this 
shoddy business. Last year we had up 
the excise extension bill, a bill similar 
to the one we have before us at the 
moment. What happened? Despite the 
opposition of the administration, $1 bil
lion in ;revenues were lost in that bill. 
In this bill, in the next fiscal year, only 
800 million will be lost, or $200 million 
less. Was that bill inflationary? 

Did you hear anything about its be
ing inflationary? 

Mr. Chairman, there were some words 
of real wisdom uttered on this floor on 
March 24, 1948, during debate on the 
revenue s.ct of that year. That was a 
tax-reduction bill. It was said then by 
the gentleman we all respect as our dis
tinguished Speaker, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. RAYBURN]: 

I said a while ago from this place that one 
of the greatest statements that wa.s ever 
made by anybody was: "Just a minute." 

Why all this haste about tax reduction? 
We will have another month, another 2 
months, another 3 months. We do not know 
how much money this Congress is going to 
spend. 

If that advice was sound then, how 
much sounder it is today. Let me re
mind the Members that at that time the 
President had just a few months before, 
in January, sent up his budget message 
in which he said that the budget balance 
for that year would be over $7 biliion. 
Today we know a deficit of $2.4 billion is 
in prospect. At that time 2 or 3 appro
priation bills had passed through the 
House. Today we have not acted on a. 
single appropriation bill. 
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Mr. Chairman, I do not think that 
these Democrat speeches are fooling any 
of our low-income people. I have more 
respect for their intelligence. They are 
not going to be fooled by the twisted use 
of statistics and figures, and they are not 
going to be fooled by half-truths. 

Let us look at the history of the Dem~ 
ocratic Party, so far as taxes are con~ 
cerned, and where relief has been given. 
You cannot find where they have ever 
given much relief to anyone because in 
their 20 years of control of this Govern
ment taxes were increased nine times, 
and only once did they provide for tax 
relief. That was the tax bill of 1945. 

Let us see how they distributed the 
relief that they gave on this lone occasion 
when they offered a tax-relief bill. 
Fifty-three percent of the reduction went 
to corporations. The balance of 47 per
cent went to individuals. That is their 
complete record of providing tax relief. 
Here is the breakdown: 
TABLE A.--Changes and revenue effect of the 

Revenue Act of 1945 

Changes 

Revenue 
effect in 
1947 (1st 
full year 
of opera-

tion) 

(1) Corporation taxes: Millions 
Excess profits tax, repeal d. -$4., 847 
Normal and surtax-Surtax 

reduced: 
Income not over $25,000, 

4 percentage points . ... ) 
Income between $25,000 

and $50,000, from 4 
percentage po!nts to 2 +2, 058 
percentage pomts _____ _ 

Income over $50,000, 2 
percentage points_· ___ _ _ 

Capital stock and declared 
value excess profits tax, 

Percent 
of total 
reduc-

tion 

repealed____ _________ ______ - 351 --- -----

'l'otal corporation taxes. _ _ -3, 14~1 53~ 
(2) Individual income taxes: 

Normal tax provided same 
exemptions, for normal tax 
as for surtax and reduced 
rem aining liability 5 per- lviillions 
cent___________________ ___ _ - $847 

Surtax reduced :3 percentage 
points and remaining 
liability 5 percent__ ___ ____ - 1,798 

Total individual income 
taxes__________________ -2,645 44.6 

Total income and excess 
profits taxes and the 
capital stock tax __ ____ _ 

(3) Excise taxes: Use tax on autos 
and boats, repealed _____ __ ___ _ _ 

- 5, 785 --------

-140 2. 4 

Total reduction___________ -5,925 100.0 

Prepared by Joint Committee on Internal Revenue 
Taxation. 

Now look at the history of the Repub~ 
lican Party and let us take last year. 
But do not be dishonest and take only 
one bill, one little piece, one-fifth of the 
whole Republican tax program of last 
year, as the Democratic speakers want 
us to do. Take the whole program. 
First there was the $3 billion individual 
income-tax reduction that was permit~ 
ted to go into effect on January 1 of last 
year. There was the $2 billion reduction 
in the excess-profits tax that was per
mitted to go into effect on January 1. 
There was the $1 billion reduction in 
excise taxes approved the early part of 
the year and which benefited the indi
vidual taxpayer. Then, Mr. Chairman, 
came the general tax-revision bill. 

Let us look at this one bill that the 
Democrats want to concentrate on. 
This was a tax reform that cost about 
$1.2 billion, $827 million of that went to 
individuals and only $536 million went 
to corporations. Here is a breakdown 
of the relief granted under that law: 

TABLE B.-The revenue effects of H . R. 8300 
for the fiscal year 1955 

[Millions of dollars] 
Estimated 

revenue 
Individuals: loss or 

Head of family: gain ( +) 
Full split income for 2 years after 

death of spouse and ¥:! split in
come for taxpayers who support 
parents regardless of their place 
of abode---------------------- 11 

Dividends received: 
Exclusion: 

$50 in 1954 and subsequent 
years----------------------- 46 

Tax credit: 
4 percent of taxable dividends 

received after July 31, 1954 ___ · 158 

Total, dividends received____ 204 

Taxation of annuities on life expec-
tanCY--------------------------- 10 

Deduction for dependents regardless 
of earnings_____________________ 75 

Dependent deduction for members 
of taxpayer's household who meet 
the support test________________ 10 

Retirement income credit__________ 141 
Deduction of interest charge on in-

stallment contracts______________ 10 

Medical expense deduction: 
Increase in maximum limitation__ 10 
Reduction in exclusion from 5 to 

3 percent_____________________ 115 
Limitations on drugs and medi-

cines to excess of 1 percent of 
adjusted gross income_________ :+ 45 

Total, medical expense deduc-
tion_____________________ 80 

Child care deduction_____________ 130 
Exemption for distributable trusts 

(increased from $100 to $300) ____ 3 
Premium payment test on life in-

surance -------------------,---- 25 
Increase charitable contribution 

limitation from 20 to 30 percent_ 25 
Deduction for soil and water con-

servation expenditures___________ 10 
Depreciation______________________ 73 
Partnerships and proprietorships 

taxed as corporations____________ 20 

Effect on individuals__________ 827 

Corporations: 
Natural resources: 1 

Depletion_______________________ 2 34 

Total, natural resources________ 34 

Foreign income : 
Removal of overall limitation on 

foreign tax credit______________ 2 

Total, foreign income _____ .___ 2 

2 A small part of this estimate applies to in~ 
dividuals but cannot be clearly segregated. 

2 Excludes estimate for uranium, thorium, 
and vanadium. Data confidential. 

TABLE B.-The revenue effects of H. R . 830() 
for the fiscal year 1955-Continued 

[Millions of dollars] 
Estimated 

revenue 
Corporations-Continued loss or 

Depreciation: gain ( + ) 
· Allow declining balance at 200 per-

cent of straight line___________ 300 
Restrict declining balance to as-

sets with useful life of 3 or more 
years------------------------- +9 

Total, depreciation__________ 291 

Net operating loss: 
Extend carryback to 2 years______ 90 
Adjustments for dividends re-

c~ived and depletion__________ 30 

Total, net operating loss_____ 120 

Removal of 2-percent surtax on con
solidated return of regulated pub· 
lic utilities______________________ 35 

Tax on earnings improperly accumu-
lated____________________________ 10 

Continuation of 26-percent capital-
gains rate to Apr. 1, 1955________ + 9 

Accounting provisions_____________ 47 
Declarations and payment of esti

mated tax______________________ (3) 
Alcohol, distilled spirits strip 

stamps ------------------------- 6 

Effect on corporations, exclusive of . 
rate extension________________ 536 

Extension of 52-percent corporate rate __ . ___ _: ______________________ + 1,200 

Grand total------------------ 163 
a No revenue effect in fiscal year 1955. 
Source: Staff of the Joint Committee on 

Internal Revenue Taxation. 

I think the record is pretty clear, Mr. 
Chairman, as to who actually has done 
something for the little fellow and who 
has been fairer in the distribution of tax 
relief. I do not think anybody is going to 
be fooled. The people of this country are 
honest and they want honest facts. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend~ 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, the 1954 tax bill car~ 
ried tax reductions aggregating $7.4 bil~ 
lion annually. The so-called little peo~ 
pie, those under $5,000 in the tax brack
ets, received 23 percent. The big ones 
and the corporations received 77 percent 
of that reduction. . 

Mr. Chairman, I believe in a balanced 
budget. I have always voted that way 
and expect to continue to vote that way. 
That is the way I voted last year. We 
could nave very easily balanced the 
budget last year. There was no reason 
why we should not, but we did not. It 
poses this question as to whether or not 
the deficit was premeditated for the pur~ 
pose of having an excuse to vote against 
a bill like this that would help the small
income taxpayers. 

I doubt that there is an effort made to 
completely balance the budget. I do not 
think that effort is being made by the 
experts in charge of fiscal policy and 
debt management of our Government. 
They do not want the budget balanced. 
They want to use it for an excuse. They 
are not trying to reduce the national 
debt. They are making it bigger. 

What are all these commissions doing 
like the ones for schools and roads?. 
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Trying to create more debt paper, high 
interest, tax-exempt paper, for bankers 
and investment bankers to put their 
money in, some of it manufactured 
money on the Nation's credit, just for 
that purpose, to buy United States bonds 
with. If they wanted to balance the 
budget, why did they issue bonds draw
ing 3¥4, percent when they did not even 
need the money and when they could 
have gotten that money for much less 
than 3¥4, percent? Why did they delib
erately increase the cost of carrying our 
national 'debt if they wanted to balance 
the budget? Why did they put out 
3-percent bonds and exchange them for 
2%-percent bonds and deliberately in
crease the -interest rate and deliberately 
increase the cost of servicing our na
tional debt if they wanted to balance 
the budget? It is all done for an excuse 
against a policy like this that helps the 
little people. 

TRICKLE-DOWN THEORY 

Now, if I believed in the trickle-down 
theory, I would vote for this amentlment, 
because it is the first time since I have 
been in Congress that there has been a 
definite, positive vote on the trickle
down theory. A vote for this amend
ment is a vote for the trickle-down the
ory. A vote against this amendment is 
a vote against the trickle-down theory. 
Now, personally I am not for the trickle
down theory. It has brought our c·oun
try to the brink of ruin before, and it 
will bring our country to devastation and 
destruction again if we follow it. It is 
a policy of not paying any debts, cre
ating more debts, high interest rates, 
greater costs for carrying the national 
debt and favor big business, big banks, 
and the big rich. That is not' in the 
direction of a balanced budget. That is 
the trickle-down- theory, to let the big 
people have it in the hope that it will 
trickle down, percolate down to the1 

masses. But it did not do· so in the past 
and it will not do so again. It is like 
trying to fatten the entire herd of cattle _ 
by merely feeding the bull. 

In the bill last year there was $2 bil
lions savings on - excess-profits taxes. 
Where did that money go? Into the 
profits of the corporations. That is 
where it went. 

Did they reduce prices? Not 1 penny 
did they reduce prices. They said they 
would but they did not. Therefore they 
are collecting from the consumers of this 
country in higher prices money that they 
use for expansion, capital for expan
sion, relieving them of the necessity of 
borrowing money. 

That is the reason why people who 
have savings are unable to invest them 
now and are running into the stock 
market and bidding up existing secu
rities; just because of this trickle-down 
theory, putting the money in at the top. 
That is the cause of it. It will not help 
our country. It will harm our country. 

·Mr. SADLAK. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, out in Nevada last 
week, the first of a series of new nuclear 
fission explosions took place, but the 
continuation of experiments in this line 
had been indefinitely postponed due to 
atmospheric conditions. However, in 

Washington on Saturday morning, be
lieving that the political winds were 
blowing in the right direction, there 
came a bombshell dropped by the House 
Democratic leadership, unannounced, 
unprecedented, determining that an ex
emption to all taxpayers should be de
creed, in spite of all budgetary consid
erations and in spite of the fact that 
no appropriation for any Government 
Department had been - brought to the 
floor for consideration, thus far in the 
84th Congress. 

And, our Committee on Ways and 
Means was summoned into extraordi
nary executive session on Monday morn
ing to hear the one and only witness, 
Secretary of the Treasury George M. 
Humphrey, who was recalled from a 
Chicago meeting, to testify on the pro
posal_.:_not as originally requested by the 
administration to extend the excise taxes 
as is, without variation as contained in 
H. R. 4201-but to be confronted with 
this mushroomed political appendage. 

Some of my committee colleagues have 
termed the gesture fiscally irresponsible, . 
and I cannot disagree. This contem
plated action will definitely affect exist
ing administrative policies tending 
toward a sound and stabilized dollar. 
The new suggestion, I believe, rudely and 
abruptly intercepts this sound fiscal ap
proach with this untimely and prema
ture political lure. 

At this particular time-uncertain and 
conjectural as are the requirements of 
defense and all governmental func
tions-our friends on our right have the 
audacity to promise tax relief 10 months 
hence. They propose to put it on the 
statute books now at a time when we 
prayfully hope an unequalled holocaust 
in world's history may not explode in the 
Formosa Straits where the tension is at 
its bursting point. 

I intend to support our President in 
helping to balance the budget and bring 
about a sound tax policy. I want to help 
him to increase fiscal stability and de
crease deficit financing. I support the 
motion to strike by Mr. REED. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time merely 
to read a telegram that I just received 
from the American Farm Bureau Feder
ation. It reads as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., Feb1·uary 24, 1955. 
Han. LEo E. ALLEN, 

House Office Building: 
Based on AFBF resolutions adopted by 

voting delegates of member State farm 
bureaus and in view of present fiscal situa
tion, we are opposed to any reduction in 
personal income tax at this time. 

JOHN C. LYNN, 
Legislative Director, American Farm 

Bureau Federation. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, on January 28, 1948, 
when H. R. 4790, a tax-reduction bill, 
was up in the 80th Congress, the gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. ALLEN] said: 

The excuse generally offered by those who 
would keep taxes on wage earners at the 
present high level is that an income-tax 
reduction would contribute to an inflation
ary spiral. • • • It is these huge spending 
programs which are inflationary • • • and 
not an income-tax reduction. 

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
HALLEcK), in connection with H. R. 1 
of the 80th Congress, said: 

What are we now facing? We face a sit
uation under which I .think we must all 
recognize that the value of the dollar can 
be maintained only by the maintenance of 
a strong, functioning, productive economy. 
Certainly tax relief is now necessary if such 
a functioning economy is to be maintained in 
this country. 

It seems to me that that same argu
ment would apply to the low-income tax 
groups. I have some quotations here, 
along the same line, made by the dis
tinguished gentleman from New York 
[Mr. REED] in which he said as follows: 

We are releasing the $3.8 billion which 
can .be properly called an increase ·in the 
pay of the people who earned that income, 
or you can put it another way and say that 
much of it is going to be released as venture 
capital, lt is going. into industry, it is going 
to create more payrolls and payrolls will 
create more revenue to the Government and 
the incom-e from more property will be avail
able to be taxed. That is the reasons we are 
going to get more revenue from tax reduc
tion. 

Speaking frankly, I would say if I were 
new in the Congress and had not been here 
at the time taxes were cut in the twenties, 
and the same arguments had been put out 
against reducing taxes and the same forces 
had been at work as are at work here try
ing to frighten the people and frighten the 
Congress, I might have felt some hesitation. 
But after the experience of the twenties, I 
feel no hesitation in cutting taxes now. * * • 
What we do here means everything in main
taining the liberty of the citizens under a 
free-enterprise system. We have to keep 
in mind what these high taxes can mean to 
the Government because it has been said, 
and truly said, that the power to tax is the 
power to destroy. (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
Mar. 26, 1947, vol. 93, pt. 2, 80th Cong., 1st 
s'ess., p. 2656, debate on H. R. 1.) 

Following the war (World War I) we were 
faced with a tremendous debt. * * • Peo
ple had the highest taxes they had ever had 
in the history of the country at that time. 
I heard the same arguments then when it 
was proposed to reduce taxes. • • • In spite 
of the lugubrious howls that went up • • • 
we received more revenue as a result of the 
reduction in the tax. Then, we started to 
pay on the national debt. We reduced taxes 
again and more revenue came in and we did 
that four straight tim-es. Each year for 10 
straight years we reduced the national debt 
by $1 billion (p. 702). 

It seems apparent to me that greater pro
duction is the key to the solution of our 
present inflationary problem. This greater 
production can be supplied by increasing 
the productivity of labor, by stimulating the 
incentive to break the bottlenecks which are 
stopping the fl)wing of industrial prod
ucts. * • • 'I;'he present wartime tax rates • 
are not designed to provide these neceEsary 
incentives to produce. (CoNGRESSIONAL REc
ORD, Jan. 28, 1948, val. 94, pt. 1, 80th Cong., 
2d sess., p. 703, debate on H. R. 4790.) 

Also I have here a copy of the New 
York Times of Tuesday, February 22, 
1955. This is what it says: 

Dupont earnings rose 48.4 percent in 1954. 
Douglas Aircraft profits rocket 94 percent -

in 1954. -

We have no renegotiation act in effect 
at the present time. None has been rec
ommended by the Eisenhower adminis
tration. Their profits increased in 1 
year from $18,586,000 to $36,156,000. 

Also: • 
Eastman's profit rises 39 percent in year. 
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And yet when it comes to a $20 tax 
credit which benefits the lower-income 
tax groups it is inflationary, it is dan- 
gerous, it is politics, it should not be 
done. 

Now let us examine what the Republi
can majority on the Ways and Means 
Committee had to say in their commit
tee reports in the 80th Congress about 
tax reduction. 

House Report No. 180 on H. ·R. 1, 80th 
Congress, 1st session: 

The severity of existing taxes makes them 
a real threat to the initiative and new in
vestment essential to a high level of em
ployment. 

Your committee_ believes that the bill is 
economically desirable both because it stimu
lates investment and managerial incentive~J 
and increases consumer purchasing power. 
The stimulus to venture capital and man
agerial initiative provided by the bill can best 
be seen by examining the proposed reduc
tion. * * * 

Individuals in these income classes [un
der $5,000] control about 80 percent of con
sumer purchasing power of the Nation. 

The added spendable income in the 'hands 
of the consumer, and · incentives for· busi
ness expansion which this bill provides not . 
only are important from a long-run point of 
view but also · as counteractives if the re-

. cession, so frequently forecast by business
men and Government officials, should occur. 
* * * If such a recession should take place, 
it is important that the tax reductions be 
made now, since a considerable period must 
elapse before these tax-reduction measures 
achieve their full economic effects. 

House Report No. 1274 on H. R. 4790, 
80th Congres~, 2d session: 

H. R. 4790 provides tax reduction, relief, 
and equalization. It reduces * * * the in- _ 
dividual income tax. These rates were a _ 
product of wartime conditions, and con-

. stitute a serious obstacle to the increase in 
production needed to relieve current infla
tionary pressures. The reduction of these 
rates also is essential to the long-run im
provement in the American standard o! 
living. 

* * • 
By lowering tax· rates * * * your commit

tee's bill will increase the incentives of la
bor and management to produce and will in
crease investors' willingness to assume busi
ness risks. 

The foregoing are Republican words _ 
that were totaJly inconsistent with Re
publican action in the 80th Congress. 

Any time anyone takes this floor and 
speaks for the average person of Ameri
ca, he is accused of being a demagog, 

playing politics, or being a Socialist or 
something else. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
BYRNES] in his remarks said: 

The present administratrion ·believes in ac- · 
tion and not unfulfilled promises. 

I am sure the gentleman must think 
we have a forgetful memory. Do I re
member hearing something about the 
great crusade? Where is that now? 

Do I remember hearing some promise 
made about the liberation of enslaved 
peoples? Where is that? Not only 
broken but forgotten. 

Do I remember hearing something 
about the promise of massive and in
stant retaliation? Where is that prom
ise? Not only broken but forgotten. 

Do I remember hearing something 
about unleashing Chiang Kai-shek? 
Where is that promise? He has been 
releashed, not released-releashed, his 
hands tied, the promise not only broken 
but forgotten. 

Do I remember- hearing something 
about cooperativ-e peace? Not only 
broken but forgotten. 

Do I remember hearing something 
about the promise of peaceful coexist
ence? I was never for it but the pres
ent administration had plenty to say 
about it. 

Do I remember hearing something 
about the promise of the new military 
look? Where is it? Not only broken 
but forgotten. 

Do I remember hearing something 
about the promise of a balanced budget? 
That promise was definitely made. J.~o 
matter how much some of my Republi
can friends-you note I say "some of · 
my Republican friends"-might talk to · 
the contrary, they cannot forget the 
fact that those promises were made. 

Yet my friend from Wisconsin [Mr. 
BYRNES] has the audacity to take the 
floor and make the statement that the 
present administration "believes in ac
tion and not unfulfilled promises." The 
record is one of broken promises. 

Mr. Chairman, during the considera
tion of H. R. 8300 in the 83d Congress, 
the Democratic Members of the House 
made many unsuccessful efforts to ob
tain satisfactory revenue loss estimates. · 
The Department of the Treasury seemed 
very reluctant to make such data avail
able. 

I have had such data prepared and 
I submit it for the RECORD at this time 

so that the Members of the House can 
be informed about what Republican tax 
relief did for the small income . tax- 
payers. 

I recognize the fact . that these figures · 
may not be 100 percent accurate but 
they are - substantially correct and 
should be available to the House mem
bership pending the release of Treasury 
data. 
REVENUE LOSS UNDER INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 

OF 1954 . 
The following factual analysis is designed 

primarily to show who benefits-and by how 
much-from the compromise tax bill ap
proved by the conference committee-based 
primarily on recommendations or'the Eisen
hower administration. 

In considering · this analysis, · two facts 
should be kept in mind: (1) only 20 percent 
of all taxpayers have incomes of over $5,000 
a year; (2) most of the 80 percent of tax
payers with incomes of under $5,000 got little 
or no relief from the individual income tax 
reductions of last January 1, when coupled 
with· the social security tax increase. (A 
family of 4 earning less than $3 ,500 actually 
suffered a tax increase on January 1.) 

Summary table 

Total annual tax relief (in 
millions) . 

Fiscal year 1955 Full effect 

'<il<n 
3 3 
_£ _£ 

0~ 0 
§ 

0 
~, g d ~ do. 

~~ 8 
:::! 

8 0 0 
Q) 8 

~ 
8 

il-l il-l -< -< 

Corporations_____ ____ ______ 39.0 I $530 73.0 2$2,439 
'l'axpayersover$5,000. - 20 38.0 516 18:0 601 

'l'otal, corpora· 
tions plus 
taxpayers 
over $5,000. __ -----

Taxpayers under 
77. 0 1, 046 91. 0 3, 040 

$5,000.------- ------ 80 23.0 311 9.0 311 

Grand totaL ___ --- -- - 100.0 1,357 3100.0 3,351 

1 Does no~ include the temporary continuation of 
present corporation tax rates. 

2 Includes maximum annual revenue loss of $2.2 billion 
(reached in 1960) from new depreciation method (assum
ing that present rates of taxation and capital investment 
remain the same) according to estimates of the Joint 

'Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation. 
- 3 Does not include $6 million revenue loss from alcohol 

"strip stamps.'1 

Attached is detailed list of the items in this bill on 
which this summary is based. 

NOTE.-A table showing the benefits to corporation 
shareholders under the compromise "dividend tax 
credit" provision is attached. 

I. Who gels how rnuch tax relief frorn the R epublican tax bi ll 
A. PROVISIO~S WIDCH WH.T. BE~EFIT THE 80 PERCENT OF TA~PAYERS W ITH INCOMES OF LESS THAN $5,000 (AS WEU, AS THOSE WITH IDGHER INCOMES) 

Provision 

1 When a similar provision was included in the House bill in 1948 the10 was an 
estiTT_?a~~llos~of $100 m illion. (Sec H. Rcpt. 208-7, 80th Conv., 2rl sess.) 

2 'I b1s 1s a percentage of all the tax reductions m::~dc in this bill, all of which are per-

Comment 

' 

Total annual tax relief 
(in millions) 

Fiscal year 
1955 Full effect 

manent. This does not include the extension of the present corporation tax rate, 
which is simply a 1-year proposition, and which will net $1,200 million in fiscal ycat· 
1!)55. - . 
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I. -Who gets how much tax relief from the Rep·ublican tax bill-Continued 

Jl. PROVISIONS WIDCIT WILL PRIMARILY IIENEFIT THE 20 PERCENT OF TAXPAYERS WITH INCOMES OVER $5,000 

Provision Comment 

Total annual tax relief 
(in millions) 

Fiscal year 
1955 Full effect 

Dividend tax credit--------------------------------------------- 92 percent of all families own no corporation stock; those with incomes under 
'$5,000 receive only 11 percent of all dividend income; 4 percent of all tax
payers get 76 percent of all dividend income; ~1 o of 1 percent of all taxpayers 
get 55 percent of all dividend income.! 

$204 $362 

Full split-income benefits for "head of household" 3_ ------------ A head of household with 1 dependent earning less than $3,555 gets no benefits 
whatever from this provision, and earning $5,000 gets only $13 benefit. 

11 11 

E xemption for dependents under 19 or students, regardless of 
their earnings. 

Medical expense deductions ___ _______ ------- _____ ----- - ____ ____ _ 

This will primarily benefit families who are able to send their children to 
college. 

This benefits only those who itemize tht>ir deductions instead of taking stand
ard 10-percent deduction. Only 19 percent of the under $5,000 group itemize. 

75 75 

80 80 

Personal exemptions for trusts raised from $100 to $300___________ Very few, if any, taxpayers with incomes under $5,000 put their property in 
"trusts." 

3 a· 
rremium test on life insurance in estate taxation ________________ Estate taxes only apply to people leaving estates of over $60,000 ___ ------------ 25 I 25 
Increase in charitable contribution limit from 20 percent to 30 Very few taxpayers, if any, with incomes under $5,000 can afford to give 20 

percent. · . percent (much less 30 percent) of their incomes to charity. -
25 25 

Depreciation under the new "declining balance" method________ 'l'his will primarily benefit partnerships and unincorporated businesses, 
. although such people as farmers will be eligible for its benefits. 

73 (4) 

rr axing partnerships and proprietorships as corporations ____ ----- - ------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 20 520 

Total relief for the primary benefit of the over $5,000 group_ -----------~-------------------------------------------------------------------- 516 601 
Percent of total gross tax relief in this bilL ________________ ---------- -------------------------------- ----- --------------------------------- 38 18 

C. PROVISIONS WHICH WILL flENEFIT CORPORATIONS 

~~f~~j~~~~u~-~~sd(~e~~:~t~~e,~e~l~i~~ ~~!~~-c_e~~~1-e_t~-~~~====== ==========·====================================================================== 
$291 6 $2,200 

34 34 
Net operating loss _________ ------ ___ ----------------------------- -------------------------------------------------- _____________________________ _ 120 120 

85 Other _____ ____ -------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------- --------------------------------------- 85 
1----------1----------

Total relief for the primary benefit of corporations _________ -------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 530 2, 439 
Percent of total gross tax relief in this bill ___ ---- ------ - --- ------------------------ ------- ---------- ---------------- ------ ---------- ------- 39 7a 

1 When a similar provision was includad m the House bill 1D 1948, there was an 
estimated loss of $100 million. (See H. Rept. 2087, 80th Cong., 2d sess.) 

a This provision can only be applied to the 2 years following the death of the father 
or mother where there are children in the family. 

6 rrhis is probably a conservative figure, since businesses unable to make the neces
sary reorganization during fiscal year 1955 will be able to do so in subsequent years 
and thus benefit by this provision. 

' The maximum revenue loss from the new depreciation provision for both corpora
tions and "individuals" ($2.2 billion in 1960) is shown unclec corporation~ . . No 
estim!lte is available as to how much of this $2.2 billion benefit goes to "individuals." 

...... 

u Estimated by the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation to be the maxi
mum revenue loss, reached in 1960 (assuming that present rates of taxation and of 
capital investment (replacement) remain the same). IMPORTANT NOTE.-Totalloss 
from this provision estimated at $19 billion. (See p_ B3 of the Minority Report of 
Committee on Ways and Means, H. Rept. 1337, 83d Cong., 2d sess.) . 

Amount of tax savings to corporation share
holders under the compTOmise dividend 
tax credit provision 

Married oouple, 2 
dependents Percent 

Tax increase 
Income saving in take-

Taxon 'l'ax on home 
earned unearned pay 
income income 

$3,000 ________ __ $60 $40 $20 0. 7 
$5,000 _____ _____ 420 328 92 2.0 
$10,000 __ _______ 1, 372 1, 099 273 3.2 
$25,000 __ _______ 5,318 4,497 821 4. 2 
$50,000 __ _______ 15,976 14,246 1, 730 5.1 
$100,000 ____ ___ _ 44,724 41,188 3, 536 6.4 
$500,000 __ _____ _ 356,956 339,009 17,947 12.5 
$1,000,000_- ---- 766,456 730,509 36, 147 15.4 

NoTE.-This gives investment income an enormous 
advantage over earned income, contrary to most tax 
philosophies and systems. 

WHO GETS THE DIVIDEND INCOME? 

Eighty and three-tenths percent of all 
taxpayers (those with incomes under $5,000) 
get only 10.9 percent of all dividend income. 

Three and seven-tenths percent of all tax
payers (those with incomes over $10,000) 
get 76 percent of all dividend income. 

Eight-tenths of 1 percent of all taxpayers 
(those with incomes over $25,000) get 55 per
cent of all dividends. 

(Source: Statistics of Income, 1950.) 

WHAT PORTION OF LOW· AND HIGH-INCOME 

GROUPS REPORT DIVIDEND INCOME? 

Only 4.5 percent of taxpayers with incomes 
under $5,000 reported any dividend income 
at au. 

Only 16.6 percent of taxpayers with in
comes between $5,000 and $10,000 reported 
any dividend income at all. 

Forty-nine and four-tenths percent of tax
payers with incomes of $10,000 to 25,000 re
ported dividend income. 

Seventy-three and seven-tenths percent of 
taxpayers with incomes over $25,000 reported 
dividend income. 

(Source: Statistics of Income, 1950.) 

Mr. JUDD. ·Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot let pass with
out answer the repeated untrue charges 
that the last Congress did not give any 
tax relief for the little fellow, the low
income groups, the poor man and his 
family, and so on. 

Why not look at the facts? Look at 
what we actually did. 

Almost two-thirds of the tax relief, 
about $4.7 billion, went to individuals. 

First, everybody got a 10-percent re
duction. Rich or poor, every taxpayer 
got a 10-percent reduction of his income 
tax. That amounted to $3 billion 
savings. 

Second, every person who purchases 
any commodity on which there is an ex
cise tax, benefits from the reduction of 
such taxes by a half, in most cases. 
When any person buys some cosmetics, 
.or a handbag or other luggage, or a re
frigerator or other household appliance, 
or a movie ticket, or a bus ticket, or pays 
a telephone bill, that person whether a 
big shot or a so-called little fellow, pays 
only about half as much excise tax as 
formerly. 

Those two measures gave relief to 
every taxpayer, and the same to the 
poor as to the rich. 

Then we selected for special relief 
those who need tax relief most. Who 
are the people who need relief most? 
First, the aged. We allowed those who 
have pensions or retirement allowances, 
who have built up provision for their 
old age in the traditional American way 
and in accordance with the philosophy of 
self-reliance, to deduct from taxable in
come the first $1,200 of their retirement 
allowance. 

Second, the ill. ·Those are the families · 
that need help most. We allowed them 
to deduct all medical expenses above 
3 percent of their income instead of 5 
percent as was the case previously. ' 

Third, those with big families and 
youngsters who can work · and earn. 
Formerly, if a boy or girl went out and 
earned $600.01, the family lost that de.:. 
pendent as a $600 exemption. It was 
penalized because of the youth's follow
ing the normal American tradition of 
industry and initiative, working to make 
the most of himself and to help his 
family. We Republicans believe in the 
American system and want to support it, 
not punish those who use it and work 
to preserve and strengthen it. We gave 
tax relief to families so the grown boys 
and girls are encouraged to earn as much 
as they can without the parents being 
penalized by losing them as exemptions. 

A fourth group was the working 
mothers and widows who have to pay 
somebody to take care of their children 
while they work. Why should not that 
expense, within limitations, be a legiti
mate deductible business expense? Why 
should they not be encouraged to do all 
they can to support their families rather 
than go on relief? 

The people who need tax relief most 
are not those with regular jobs paying 
$1.25; $1.50 or $1.75 an hour, but the 
elderly, the ill, families with teenage 
youngsters, and widows and mothers who 
work to support their families. The Re
publican 83d Congress gave them relief. 

That is the answer to the baseless 
charge that we are not concerned about 
"little people." Look at the record. We 
gave most tax relief to the people who 
need it most. It did not, perhaps, have 
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as much vote appeal as $20 to every tax-
payer whether he needs. it or not; but it 
was done because our first concern, next 
to the fiscal solvency of the Government, 
is for those citizens who are in greatest 
need. 

Now consider the other third of the 
tax relief, some 2% billions. It went to 
corporations-and it has been said re
peatedly that this showed our first con
cern is for big business and not for little 
people. But take a good look at what we 
did for or to corporations. First, we 
kept at 52 percent instead of 47 percent, 
the tax rate on all corporations. We 
plugged more than 50 loopholes that 

·smart corporation lawyers were able to 
take advantage of to get out of taxes. 
That action of ours was hardly partial 
to corporations. 

The tax relief that we gave to corpora
tions was in such items as enlarged de
preciation allowances to encourage them 
to expand and thus make jobs. 

It was not to help the corporations as 
such. It was to help the unemployed, 
that some of you last year were shouting 
about almost every day. The end of fight
ing in Korea ended millions of war jobs. 
Where. were those discharged persons to 
get work? You wanted us to appropriate 
endless billions of more mon~y and still 
more money for Government handouts. 
You said there was already such a ter
rible, terrible depression that we had to 
help the unemployed by direct relief 
right then and there. · 

We believe jobs in private industry 
are better than relief. So we gave tax 
reductions to corporations to expand em
ployment. And it worked. It did en
courage the corporations to expand their 
operations and provide jobs. As a result 
the predicted depression did not develop. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no such thing 
as a job without first of all somebody 
putting up some money to buy a plant 
and buy some equipment and buy some 
raw materials and pay wages to workers. 
If private industry and corporations are 
not given incentive to do that with their 
own money, who else can provide the 
jobs? Only the Government through 
tax money. Is that what you want? 

The tax ·relief that we provided for 
corporations was not as a favor to the 
corporations; it was as a favor to the 
workers--again, the so-called "little fel
low." 

How did it work? Well, by the end of 
last year our economy had already pro
vided 62 million jobs--with peace. The 
highest under the previous administra
tion was only 64 million jobs, even with 
a war. 

Thus the record will show that we 
gave most tax relief for those individuals 
who needed it most. And the relief we 
gave to the corporations was primarily 
tQ help the workers by making peace
time jobs for the unemployed. I am ex
ceedingly proud of that record. Let us 
be done with these baseless charges and 
misrepresentations. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I am 
supporting this bill and opposing the 
Reed amendment because I believe the 
committee proposal will be clearly bene
ficial to the average American and to the 
economy of our whole Nation. 

It may sound like an oversimplification 
to say that when we benefit the average 
American, we- benefit America, but it is 
nevertheless true. 

By permitting a tax reduction of $20 
for each dependent beginning next Jan
uary 1, this proposal will provide a meas
ure of tax relief for those who need it 
most-for the moderate income families 
upon whom the weight of the Federal tax 
burden has begun to fall with increasing 
heaviness. 

These are the people who pay the bulk 
of the excise taxes, and it seems only 
right that they should be relieved of part 
of the burden of income taxation. 

A single person trying to support him
self on only $25 a week is getting hardly 
enough on which to live. Yet, under the 
present law, the income tax takes a $116 
annual bite out of his meager earnings. 
He must manage somehow on his bare 
subsistence to contribute the equiv.:alent 
of almost 5 weeks' work to the Govern
ment. This person is entitled to the 
$20 in tax relief which he would receive 
through this measure. 

A married man with a wife and child 
trying to establish a home on $300 a 
month must today hand over 1 rponth's 
paycheck for income taxes. To lighten 
this family's tax burden by $60 seems 
only just. 

This bill is designed to spread its bene
fits among our citizens who need them 
most in their efforts to cope with the 
high cost of living. 

It is designed also to strengthen the 
entire national economy. Allowing the 
average American family of 4 to keep 
an extra $80 of its income to spend on 
family needs next year should have a 
dynamic effect on lagging retail sales. 

It would not be realistic to say 'that 
we are today in a serious depression. 
But neither would it be realistic to close 
our eyes to the danger signals which 
have become so clearly evident during 
the past 18 months. 

Our gross national product declined 
$12 billion last year from the year before 
in spite a 3 million growth in popula
tion. The total number of unemployed 
doubled during 1954. 

In a free, healthy capitalistic economy, 
private employment in sound business is 
surely preferable to public-works em
ployment. Yet we cannot increase pri
vate employment except as we ·increase 
the production of American business. 

Obviously, production can enjoy no 
continuing increase except as consump
tion increases. 

And what better way could we find to 
influence greater consumption of goods 
on the part of the American public than 
by permitting the average American to 
retain more purchasing power? 

Spending power is the oil that lubri
cates the machinery of prosperity. 

This bill would unleash approximately 
$2 billion of dynamic buying power 
among people who will keep it circulat
ing in the bloodstream of our commer
cial life, mostly among people required 
by necessity to spend all of their avail
able resources upon consumer goods, 
enhancing their modest standard of liv
ing and facilitating the free fiow of 
commerce. 

The measure has been criticized on 
the grounds that it will exempt num
bers of people of any income-tax burden. 
Let us see just who it will exempt. 

It will exempt the fellow who is earn
ing only $700 a year, just $58 a month, 
out of which he is now expected to eke 
out income-tax payments. 

It will exempt the married couple try
ing to struggle along on $119 monthly, 
out of which they must presently save 
up $40 for income taxes. 

These people will still contribute ap
preciably to our Government through 
their payment of excise and other con
sumer taxes. To relieve such hard
pressed citizens of this additional burden 
cannot be dangerous. 

Since there has been so much talk of 
fiscal irresponsibility on the floor of this 
House by the critics of this tax-relief 
proposal for the average American, I 
think it is necessary that several facts 
be pointed out: 

First. Tax receipts for fiscall956, even 
with this moderate tax cut, will still be 
more than a billion dollars greater than 
we are receiving in fiscal 1955. 

Second. Most of the very people who 
are today objecting most strenuously to 
this $2-billion tax reduction were beat
ing the drums a year ago for the $7.4-
billion tax cut they succeeded in putting 
into effect. Only two Republicans in 
the House voted against a $5-billion tax 
cut in 1948, and a vast majority sup
ported the still larger one last year. 

Third. If it was sound fiscal policy 
last year, when the President had 
already forecast a larger deficit than 
he has this year, to approve twice as 
costly a cut for the principal benefit of 
higher income taxpayers, . then it can
not be fiscal irresponsibility this year, in 
face of a smaller deficit, to provide less 
than half as big a cut for the benefit 
of .moderate income taxpayers. 

Fourth. The President himself said 
only last month in his budget message to 
Congress that he expected further tax 
reduction to be "justified next year, to 
spread the relief fairly among all tax
payers." This bill, scheduled to take 
effect next year, should make a reality 
out of the hope he expressed. 

Fifth. As the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. REED], who now objects so 
vociferously to this measure, has said on 
so many occasions, tax-reduction bills 
do not necessarily result in decreased 
revenues. Speaking to this House on 
April 13 of 1953, he said a personal 
income-tax reduction of 11 percent "will 
not hurt the Treasury one iota, or pre-

. vent us from having a balanced budget." 
On January 29, 1948, he told of cut

ting taxes in the 1920's and said: 
We received more revenue as a result of the 

reduction in the tax. We reduced taxes 
again and more revenue came in, and we did 
that four times. 

Sixth. In all honesty, however, I think 
we must assume that this reduction will 
diminish Treasury income by the ex
pected $2 billion. This gives us a full 
year to scale down appropriations ac
cordingly. 

There are many who believe that 
foreign-aid payments may be safely re
duced as result of the 3-year extension of 
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reciprocal trade and the lowering of 
tariffs on goods from friendly · nations. 

As a member of the Public Works 
Committee, I am convinced that some 
substantial economies c~n be made in 
trimming down the administration's 
ambitious $27 billion highway plan 
which would cost an additional $11.5 
billion in interest over the next 30 years. 

These and other savings could easily 
balance off the $2 billion tax reduction 
proposed for the average American. 

Seventh. By planning a full year 
ahead, we shall have ample time to re
view what we have done if in the light of 
any new emergency it should prove 
unworkable. 

In face of these facts, I think it ill
behooves many of the opponents of this 
measure to wrap the cloak of self
righteous sanctimony about themselves 
with their shrill cries of demagogery and 
fiscal irresponsibility. 

Let us face the issue squarely: Last 
year tax relief was provided to htlp 
mainly the larger income taxpayer and 
dividend earner. Whether it was then 
justified I cannot say, for I was not a 
Member of that Congress. 

The two questions we now face are 
these: 

First. Do we wish to equalize that tax 
relief by distributing similar benefits 
among the great mass of average Amer
icans of moderate income and thus 
counteract the trends of decreased buy
ing, slackening production, and rising 
unemployment? 

Second. Are we prepared to make an 
honest effort to hold Federal expendi
tures down to the essential levels in order 
that this may be accomplished next year 
without adding further to the deficit? 

Personally, I think both questions can 
be answered affirmatively. And for these 
1·easons I shall support this bill. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the Christian Science . 
Monitor, Thursday edition, suggests this 
particular debate be conducted in terms 
of political economy. The gentleman 
from Louisiana has made, I think, a very 
important point with reference to all of 
the statements assailing and impugning 
the motives of Democrats or anyone who 
supports this particular measure. 

I would like to discuss some of the eco
nomic questions which I think are im
portant on this debate. The Republicans 
have charged that this action will be in
flationary. I suggest that they compare 
economic conditions today with the eco
nomic conditions which existed in Janu
ary 1953 when, under the leadership of 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
REED], they attempted to advance the 
effective date of the 10-percent reduction 
in income taxes scheduled for January 
1954. At that time there was definite 
indication of inflation. The Federal debt 
was increasing-the cost of living was 
rising. Despite the evidence of inflation, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
REED] proposed that we advant.e the date 
at which these tax reductions should go 
into effect. An important tax cut was 
made in the last Congress despite the fact 
that the administration anticipated mak
ing a request for authority to increase 
the public debt by 15 billion. 

Let us take a look at the effect of the 
tax reduction of last year. There is no 
question but what it was intended to help 
industry, to stimulate investment. Re
publicans made an economic argument 
for their action. Let us look at the record 
of what has happened since that bill was 
adopted. 

Investment in new plant and equip
ment declined by 2 billion in 1954. Gross 
national products declined by approxi
mately $8 billion. Unemployment was 
nearly twice as high in 1954 as in 1953. 

The Secretary of the Treasury has 
stated his opinion that there is an un
sound inflationary factor working in the 
stock market. I suggest that the ex
planation of that unsoundness, since 
corporate earnings have declined and 
since there is little prospect of inflation, 
is the tax and fiscal policy which has 
been pursued by Congress and the ad
ministration. Tax action which will 
restore the balance between consumer 
demand and the potential of our econ
omy to supply that demand is necessary. 
The administration has expressed great 
concern about the lack of balance in the 
Federal budget. In the short hearings 
which we held on this bill-and this is 
material which I am sure would have 
been brought out in public hearings-
the specific question was asked of the 
Secretary of the Treasury as to whether 
he would prefer to have the Congress, 
if it persisted in making this tax cut, at 
the same time take action to provide 
for increased revenue through such 
measures as repealing the present divi
dend exemption provision of the law or 
simply to make this cut. The Secretary 
said that he would rather have a greater 
deficit than to have funds replaced 
through repeal of the dividend exemp
tion. 

I suggest that that was the time to 
speak up about inflation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Mc
CARTHY] has expired. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN. I gladly yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all pro forma 
amendments close in 10 minutes, 5 min
utes for the gentleman from Massa
chusetts, and 5 minutes on this side. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

Mr. GAVIN. I object, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, there 

is little new that can be said upon this 
proposal. It has been thoroughly de
b~ ted yesterday and today. Frankly, I 
believe that everybody's mind is made 
up, and few votes could be changed by 
talk at this time. However, I do wish 
to express a few thoughts. 

This tax proposal has been thoroughly 
debated and clearly understood through
out the country. I hold in my hand a 
sheaf of editorial comment from news
papers. May I say that invariably, from 
the Atlantic to the Pacific, the news
papers of this country are opposed to 

tax reduction at this time. They believe 
it is poor timing and not in the best 
interests of the country. 

No one would say that all the news
papers can be wrong. I believe they are 
correct in their appraisal of the bill and 
the injury passage at this time threatens 
to do to our economy. 

There has been some talk relative to 
the position of the President of the 
LTnited States. I shall read two state
ments which I believe make crystal clear 
hid position on this bill and upon tax 
reduction in general. This statement 
was made in his state of the Union ad
dress on January 6 of this year: 

Last year we bad a large tax cut and, for 
the first time in 75 years a basic revision of 
tax laws. It is now clear that defense and 
other essential Government costs must re
main at a level precluding further tax 
reductions this year. Although excise and 
corporation income taxes must, therefore, 
be continued at their present rates, further 
tax cuts will be po~sible when justified by 
lower expenditures and by revenue increases 
arising from the Nation's economic growth. 
I ::~m hopeful that such reductions can be 
made next year. 

On the 17th of January in his budget 
message he made this statement: 

We must always make adequate provision 
for our security and other essential services, 
and further tax reductions can only be made 
as savings in governmental expenditures or 
increased revenues resulting from growth in 
our economy are in sight. 

However, further tax reduction remains a 
firm goal of this administration, and our 
policy is directed to achieving both the sav
ings in expenditures and the economic 
growth that will make such reductions 
possible. 

These statements are the official views 
of the President. 

It is clear from these statements that 
further tax reduction must be based on 
further improvement of the fiscal situa
tion. The budget reported that there 
would be a $2,400,000,000 deficit this 
year. Obviously working for a balanced 
budget this deficit would not permit the 
attempted reduction, without presenting 
a serious threat. 

Personally I believe the best way to 
put this country in a position where tax 
reductions will be possible will be for the 
Congress to economize and bring the 
tudget into balance. If the people of 
the country knew we were determined to 
do that, there would be such confidence 
and stimulation of industry that in
creased revenues plus our savings would 
bring about a halanced budget and make 
a tax cut possible. This would be a 
welcome signal for everybody-the busi
nessman and the worker alike. It 
would stimulate the good times we all 
want. 

Whether a man receives tax relief to 
the extent of $20, $30, or $50, whatever 
the amount may be set does him no good 
if he does not have a job. It could be a 
positive ill if our action would put the 
budget out of balance, and cause an 
inflation of prices. It would not take 
much of an increased cost of living to 
erase the meager tax relief and it would 
press heavily upon the lower group, who 
are not paying a~y taxes at all. 

No; I think we have got to be sensible. 
There is no real reason to be stampeded 
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into action today. You have a Demo
cratic Congress, you have a Democratic 
Ways and Means Committee. You can 
institute legislation at any time. Let us 
wait until the appropriation bills are out 
of the way; then we can see more clearly 
what the fiscal situation is. Then as 
sensible legislators, fully conscious of 
our obligations not only to our party but 
to the country we can act more wisely. 
In t~1ese days when war and peace hang 
in the balance we must proceed cau
tiously. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe we should hes
itate about going ahead with tax reduc
tion regardless of what the economic sit
uation might be at home or .what we 
may face abroad. As long as we have 
this Soviet threat we have got to keep 
our forces armed to the teeth in order 
that we can protect ourselves. That is 
going to cost money; a lot of money, and 
I cannot believe any sizable group in 
cur country is opposed to making some 
contribution to the support of our 
country. 

The average American citizen is proud 
of his country and is appreciative of 
what the country means to him. He 
wants to help pay for the cost of 
defense. 

So my friends, let us cut down the 
cost of Government; let us through our 
savings demonstrate we can balance the 
budget and permit of savings that will 
make possible tax reduction. Then we 
can have the reductions we all seek with
out jeopardizing our country with rising 
debts, unbalanced budgets and dreaded 
inflation. When the trade bill was be
fore the House there was considerable 
inquiry from the Democratic side as to 
how the President stands. Perhaps some 
of you are still interested, particularly 
those who in the last election promised 
to stand by Eisenhower and this en
hanced their prospects of victory. The 
President is absolutely opposed to tax 
reduction at this time. He considers it 
injurious and a blow to his efforts to 
hold a prosperity based on peace. I 
hope the Reed amendment will be 
adopted and tax reduction be deferred. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I re
new my unanimous-consent request that 
all debate on the pending amendment 
and all pro forma amendments thereto 
close in not to exceed 5 minutes. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
RAYBURN]. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not think it is necessary for me to go 
into the merits of this provision in the 
bill or into the merits of the amend
ment to strike it from the bill because 
it has been thoroughly discussed by 
Members on both sides of the aisle who 
are more capable of discussing the tech
nicalities of the tax bill than I am. 

During all of my service in this 
House-and I do not intend to lecture 
anyone-! said one sharp thing to a 
Member of Congress that I allowed to 
stay in the REcORD and I have been 
ashamed of that ever since. 

Now, argument is one thing and accu
sations are another. I have heard from 
those on my left, some of them pretty 
prominent in the Republican Party, 
statements here that grieved me very 
much. We are considering a great ques
tion where arguments should be put 
forth to try to influence the votes of the 
Members of this Chamber on both sides 
of the aisle. I heard the word "black.: 
jacking"; I heard the phrase "shoddy 
deal" used; I heard the word "irrespon
sible"; and I heard the words "buying 
votes." 

I would be very much ash:::-.med to serve 
in any body, especially this one, where 
we have people indulging in shoddy 
deals. I would not accuse any Member 
of this House or anyone who ever served 
in this House of being engaged in a 
shoddy deal or in blackjacking. 

Irresponsibility? Who here does not 
feel respon::;ibility, not only to his con
stituents, his State, his country, and the 
world in the position in which we stand......:.. 
in the position in which we find all of the 
democracies of the world today-threat
ened more than they have ever been 
since Vally Forge, or, in my opinion, since 
civilization came to this earth. 

I am going to vote against this amend
ment to strike the so-called $20 provision 
out of the bill, and I am in no shoddy 
deal. I am not trying to blackjack any
body and I am not trying to buy any 
votes, and you who have made those 
statements will live to regret it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer a preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan moves that the 

Committee do now rise and report the bill 
back to the House with the recommendation 
that the enacting clause be stricken. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, almost am I so highly elated, 
so deeply grieved, by the just finished 
masterly oration of our Speaker, whom 
we all honor and respect, that I have 
difficulty in speaking. Elated because I 
was privileged as a Member of this House 
to listen to his wisdom and his oratory; 
grieved because he seemed to feel that he 
and some of his Democratic colleagues 
had been accused of blackjacking the 
President; of supporting or opposing leg
islation because of political motives; of 
entering into "shoddy deals." 

The Speaker vehemently asserted-at 
least, as I recall his talk-that he was 
not blackjacking anyone; that he had 
not entered into any "shoddy deal" in 
connection with this or any other leg
islation. 

As a pinch-hitter the Speaker never 
fails to deliver. 

Now, while there may, during the de
bate of yesterday, or even today, have 
been som.e intimation or even charges 
that the position of some Members of the 
House was influenced by political con
siderations, certainly I have not made 
any such charge. We all know that po
litical considerations never influence the 
casting of our votes. 

While it has not been my privilege to 
serve in this House for any forty-odd 
years, as has the Speaker, I have been 
here long enough to have heard pleas 
similar to the one the Speaker just 
made, made from the well of the House 

on more than one occasion. And, may I 
add, for a similar purpose. 

Efforts such as he just made but 
call to mind, when, years long gone by, 
as an attorney I listened to opposing at
torneys-who desired to distract atten
tion from the real issue-charge me with 
misstating the facts, beclouding the is
sue, or making unfair charges against 
their client or against their methods. 

In short, when there was no real merit 
to the defense which they were able to 
devise, they sometimes claimed that they 
had been unjustly . accused of wrongful 
conduct. 

The Speaker, familiar with House de
bate, should not be, and I am sure is not, 
too deeply grieved by any unfounded 
charges which have been made. 

Under our system of government and 
under our practice, everyone has the 
right to his own opi:~aion. He also has 
the right, if opportunity offers, to ex
press that opinion.· 

For myself, permit . me to add that, 
while I frequently cannot accept the 
judg·ment of eyen the majority of the 
Members of the HGus·e, never have I 
thought, much less charged, that any 
Member entei'tained improper motives 
which influenced either his judgment or 
the casting of his vote. 

It is doubtful if anyone would even 
suggest that members of the Democratic 
Party, by the position they have taken 
on this exemption, are seeking to buy 
votes. 

Permit m'e to remind my Republican 
colleagues that our worthy oppor.ents, 
who-our great President just reminded 
us-are not our enemies, are far shrewd
er politically than are we. 

If their attitude on this bill as written 
was motivated by a desire to buy votes, 
instead of bringing in a little, pztty $20 
exemption for members of a certain 
group who, under the present law, are 
required to pay an income tax, they 
would have come in with a legislative 
proposal to give every voter, whether his 
income required him to file an income
tax return or whether it did not, either a 
straight $20 exemption or, if he was not 
required to file an income tax return, a 
$20 payment for himself, each and all 
of his dependents, all of his offspring. 

That is what the leaders of any group 
influenced solely by vote-getting ideas 
would, or at least might, have done, if 
their purpose was to buy votes. 

No, I doubt if any Member of this 
House would seriously charge our Demo
cratic friends and opponen~s with an at
tempt to buy votes. 

Permit a repetition. If their sole pur
pose was to buy votes, they would come 
along-and they have the votes-with a 
proposition far more attractive-and 
this is really an attractive one-far 
broader than the present bill. 

More than once it has been my privi
lege to see the Speaker-again let me 
emphasize the point-whom we all hon
or and respect, come down into the well 
of the House, use his great ability; un
consciously throw into the scale the 
prestige that his high office gives him, 
and make his plea for support of a spe
cific legislative proposal. 

Never, of course, never has he gone on 
the floor of the House-certainly he did 
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not today-with the idea of buying 
votes; of "blackjacking" anyone; of car
rying out any "shoddy deal." Of course 
not. 

Certainly, the Speaker had no inten
tion; assuredly he made no effort, to in
timidate anyone. 

Nor, in my opinion, did he at any time 
even intimate that any political advant
age would accrue to the Democratic Par
ty because of its present opposition to 
the administration's position on this bill. 
Perish the thought that today-Febru
ary 25, 1955-our Democratic friends are 
looking forward to the political campaign 
of 1956. How absurd that thought 
would be. Have they not many times 
announced their support of "Ike." 

The Speaker just gave his colleagues 
on the Democratic side the benefit of his 
wlsdom. Beyond question, because of 
his long experience in the House, his 
familiarity with legislation, past and 
present; his opinion has weight equal
yes, superior-to that of a mere party 
leader who on occasion can crack a dis
ciplinary whip over the average Member. 

I place no credence whatsoever in the 
recent newspaper report that, at a break
fast attended by some of the younger 
Members on the Democratic side, the 
Speaker made the statement, in sub
stance, that, if a Member wanted to get 
on, he should go along. That, in my 
judgment, was just some newspaper 
story. . 

My re~ction, as. our honorable and 
honored Speaker gave us the benefit of 
his views, was that, because of his wide 
knowledge of legislation generally and of 
the present financial situation in which 
we find ourselves, he was just advising us 
as to how each of us should cast his vote. 

In his remarks, there was no cracking 
of the party whip; there was not the 
slightest hint of intimidation. He 
seemed to feel greatly and unjustly hurt, 
grieved, and abused because some 
thoughtless· individual-perhaps some 
Member of the House- during the de~ 
bate on this measure had so far forgotten 
himself as to suggest that political con
siderations either had influenced or 
might influence, a Member in casting his 
vote. 

There was no hint of the purchasing 
of votes in our Speaker's remarks. No. 
No. He was just enlightening the Mem
bers of the House, and especially those 
on the Democratic side, as to the man
ner in which they could best discharge 
their duty to the people of thir districts; 
to the Nation as a whole. · 

Permit me to say just one thing about 
this bill. By and large, those who are 
supporting this provision which would 
exempt a certain group of taxpayers are 
the same individuals who consistently 
for the last 10 years, if they have been 
here that long, or for 20 years if they 
have been here that long have gone 
along and voted for appropriation after 
appropriation which created the situa
tion in which we now find ourselves 
and yet those same individuals wlio have 
voted for those billions upon billions of 
appropriations now want to deny to· the 
present administration the opportunity 
to get the money to meet our obliga
tions. 

CI-137 

A logical conclusion which can be 
drawn from the position taken by the 
Speaker, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
RAYBURN] is that, even though his party 
has consistently over the years advocated 
and voted for polieies which required the 
expenditure of billions upon billions of 
dollars, now, as the payment of some of 
our debts falls due, we should legislate 
in such a manner as to deny to this ad
ministration the opportunity of honor
ably meeting our obligations. 

The gentleman's party continuously 
claims credit for all the benefits which 
have flowed from the expenditures for 
which they voted-expenditures which 
have resulted in an ever increasing na
tional debt; with every year a higher 
interest payment; with every year a 
heavie:: burden on the taxpayer's 
shoulders. But, today, they would cut 
down on the revenue which is absolutely 
necessary if we are to meet the debt 
which they voluntarily and enthu
siastically imposed !lPOn us. 

The very able gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. COOPER] and the very able 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. BoGGS] 
said, in effect, "Well, this is compara
tively only a few million." And they 
are right about that, but both seem to 
have forgotten that old kindergarten 
jingle, "Little drops of water, little grains 
of sand," and so forth. 

This is another step to increase the 
national debt, to further unbalance the 
budget, to add to the tax burden of 
future generations. 

Yes, I am old fashioned. You can call 
me conservative. You can call me 
reactionary or whatever else you desire. 
I am Pensylvania Dutch, and as far as 
I am concerned I am going along and 
paying my debts as I make them. I 
have always hoped that I would live to 
see the day when the nation would at 
least try to follow that same policy. 

At my age, I shall not, for my own 
personal financial advantage, pass along 
either to my grandchildren, my great 
grandchildren, and .so on down the line 
indefiinitely, a burden which the present 
generation should pay. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this motion should be 
defeated. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
desiring to do so may extend their re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection· 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

T.here was no objection. 
Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, recog

nizing the importance of the issue pres.;. 
ently before the forum I wish to speak 
briefly my personal feelings in the 
matter. 

I am 100 percent in accord with the 
recommendation for a $20 tax-relief 
credit against personal incomes for each 
exemption. 

As regards fiscal irresponsibility, which 
is the tribute paid t.o this provision in 

certain circles, I should like to ask the 
following questions: 

Is it fiscal irresponsibility to grant a 
tax indulgence that includes the 70 per
cent of our citizenry who were overlooked 
last year? I think not. 

And is it fiscal irresponsibility to in
ject the purchasing power of the econ
omy with the wherewithal for decreasing 
bulging inventories on our merchant's 
shelves? Again I would answer in the 
negative. 

And, lastly, is it fiscal irresponsibility 
to legislate the wishes of the President 
who, in his budget message to the Con
gress, promised the American people: 

I shall recommend a reduction in taxes to 
spread the relief fairly among all taxpayers. , 

Does this administration mean what it 
says to the little fellow? Or are these 
empty promises-"a dream devoutedly 
to be wished"? 

This provision, I feel certain, will take 
it out of the dream stage and restore it 
to the realm of reality where it will do 
the taxpayer and the economy of this 
country a great deal of good. · 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, some 
serious and unfair charges have been 
levelled against the Democrats in Con
gress in the last few days over this tax 
bill. The President is said to have de
scribed our actions as reaching the height 
of fiscal irresponsibility. The Secretary 
of the Treasury accuses us of playing 
politics. Democrats playing politics? 
Shame on them. Do not the Democrats 
know that only the Republicans are sup
posed to be politically minded? 

Editorials in some of the great metro~ 
politan newspapers have followed the 
same line as the President. Perhaps 
that is because most of these newspapers 
supported Mr. Eisenhower, the presiden
tial candidate, and now support the 
"favor-big-business" philosophy of the 
Eisenhower administration. 

The charges against us can be divided 
generally into two categories: First, that 
we are playing politics; and second, that 
we are being fiscally irresponsible. 

Now let us see. As for politics, well, it 
no doubt is good politics to cut taxes, 
particularly for the man with a small 
income. That is precisely · what we pro
pose to do here. I would be the last to 
argue that this is bad politics. But let 
me say this-the coupon clippers got a 
windfall last year with the blessings of 
the President of the United States. Now 
we are going to take care of the little fel
low; and if we were of a mind to give 
political advice to the Republicans, we 
might suggest they missed a good bet 
last year when they insisted on giving a 
tax break to the rich while paying little 
attention to the bulk of the taxpayers. 

But that is not the point I want to 
make at this time. The point is that 
the President himself has said he hopes 
to propose further tax reductions to Con
gress next year. This plan put forwar l 
by the Democrats gives substance to the 
President's hope-it will provide a tax 
cut as of January 1, 1956, and the big
gest chunk of it will go to persons whose 
incomes are under $5,000 a year. Did 
you know that 80 percent of all the tax
payers have incomes of less than $5,000 
a year? 
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The truth of the matter is that the 

big Republican tax bill last year, which 
you fellows have bragged about so much, 
gave almost no consideration to small 
taxpayers. You left that for us. The 
historic Democratic position on taxes
and all other issues, for that matter-is 
to take care of the little fellow, the people 
who are the backbone of our country and 
who make up the vast majority of our 
citizens. ' 

Now as to the contention that this 
$20 tax-credit idea was picked out of 
the air as a political gimmick-the fact 
of the matter is that this same idea was 
advanced in another body last year and 
was defeated by a very narrow margin. 
This is no new proposal. It is a renewal 
of one which many Members argued 
should have been made a part of the 
1954 law. Democratic members of the 
Committee on Ways and Means proposed 
an increase in personal exemptions a 
year ago. The issue was before us then 
when a Republican-controlled Congress 
was making the largest tax cuts in his
tory.· The Republican Party had its 
chance then to write a tax bill for the 
average man. Your failure then is the 
reason why we are here now. 

Yes; I would say th.ere is politics in~ 
valved here, good politics, in the best 
Democratic tradition. I hope the Demo
crats will never forsake this kind of 
politics, for I believe it to be in the best 
interests of the vast majority of our 
people. 

Now as to the charge that we are 
being fiscally irresponsible. I would like 
to say, in the first place, that as far as 
we on the Democratic side are aware 
last year was the first time any admin~ 
istration, Republican or Democratic, ever 
recommended a tax-reduction program 
when the budg"et was out of balance. 
But the Eisenhower administration, 
under the guise of tax revision, got con~ 
gressional approval of a tax-reduction 
program that lost the Treasury an esti~ 
mated $1,400,000,000 in fiscal 1955 reve
nue. What the loss will be in 1956 and 
succeeding fiscal years no one knows. 
But we know that it will be consider~ 
able. For example, I have been in
formed that the new depreciation for
mula for business will cost the Govern~ 
ment an estimated $20 billion in revenue 
in the next 15 years. That would be an 
average of about $1,300,000,000 a year. 

It also must be kept in mind, Mr. 
Chairman, that the present administra
tion sponsored its bill in a Republican~ 
controlled Congress in a year when the 
estimated Federal deficit was greater 
than it is now. Let me give you the fig
ures on that: the deficit for fiscal1956 is 
estimated at $2,400,000,000. If this bill 
becomes law, the deficit will be increased 
by an estimated $815 million, making the 
total estimated deficit $3,200,000,000. 
This would be $1,300,000,000 less than 
the $4% billion deficit for fiscal 1955, 
the year in which the administration saw 
fit to push its tax reduction program 
through the Congress." 

We heard no outcries last year from 
the President or the Secretary of Treas
ury about financial irresponsibility. But 
now that the Democrats have proposed 
a tax reduction plan for the small tax
payer, giving him a break he failed to get 

from the Republicans, we hear all sorts 
of anguished cries. Is it that the Re~ 
publicans favor tax relief only for those 
in the high income brackets? Or is it 
that they are just unhappy that the 
Democrats have stolen their thunder? 

After all, the President has already 
served notice that he hopes to see taxes 
reduced in the election year of 1956. We 
are willing to go further than to express 
a pious hope. We propose here to make 
that hope a reality. 

Mr. Chairman, this tax reduction plan 
is justified, if for no other reason, than 
on the basis of equality of treatment. If 
the corporations and the coupon clippers 
were entitled to the windfall they got 
from the Republicans last year, then the 
little man is entitled to the $20 reduc
tion for himself and each of his depend
ents provided in this bill. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
heard the gentleman from Tennessee, 
the chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee, for whom I have great re
spect, make the statement a few mo
ments ago that Mr. Truman requested 
a tax increase in 1948 to wipe out the 
deficit of $10 billion and that the Con~ 
gress gave him a tax increase which 
reduced the deficit by only $5 billion. 

He further said that the Eisenhower 
administration had not asked for an in~ 
crease in taxes to wipe out the budget 
deficit. 

He did not say that the Eisenhower 
administration has reduced the deficit 
by reducing and curtailing expenditures 
wl1ich is much better and sounder Gov~ 
ernment :f..nancing than by increasing 
taxes, which places the burden upon the 
people rather than reducing expendi
tures and cutting out surplus and un~ 
necessary spending. 

The gentleman from Tennessee con
tradicts his own logic and reason when 
he talks about increasing taxes to reduce 
the budget deficit and at the same time 
brings in this bill, H. R. 4259, and urges 
its approval, which if passed, would in
crease the deficit by $1 billion, increase 
the public debt, and depreciate the pur
chasing value of the dollar. 

I do not think the people of the Nation 
are going to be fooled by such an un
sound and fallacious argument and 
appeal to pass H. R. 4259. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, today's 
debate has been centered on the amend~ 
ment to provide every taxpayer with a 
$20 tax credit commencing in 1956. I 
will support the measure. 

The bill does not provide tax relief in 
the form that I would prefer it. I would 

. rather support a bill to increase exemp~ 
tions for dependents each year until the 
·exemption allowance for the support and 
care of dependents would be commen
surate with the costs involved. 

A bill to increase exemptions would be 
founded on stronger principles. The 
present dependency exemption of $600 
is a pure bit of fiction. It bears little 
relationship to the cost of supporting a 
dependent which is at least 100 percent 
below what it ought to be. A depend
ency exemption should be what it pur
ports to be-an effort to allow a tax
payer a fair tax credit for the cost to 
him of a dependent's support. An 
exemption based upon any other consid-

eration is unrealistic. To tell the aver
age taxpayer today that a $600 allow
ance per dependent is a fair exemption 
is completely unreal. The purpose of 
the exemption is to place the taxpayer 
with dependents in a more competitive 
living position with the taxpayer lacking 
dependents. The wealth of the land is 
the people. ' Today's dependents are 
tomorrow's creators of goods, services, 
and enterprises. 

The family is the keystone of our sys
tem of government and social life. It 
is only in the interests of justice that 
purchasing power finds its way to the 
family and that family units be accorded 
proper recognition in our tax system. 

Over and beyond a proper exemption, 
a taxpayer should be granted a full ex
emption for the costs of providing has~ 
-pital and medical care provided his 
dependents. A family should not be per
mitted to fall into despair because one 
of its members is afflicted with a dreaded 
and costly disease. Should we permit 
the high costs of illness and medical care 
to force one man's family to hopeless 
indebtedness or depressingly low stand
ard of living? The least that can be 
done is to provide the taxpaying head 
of such an unfortunate family with fair 
medical and health deductions at tax 
time. 

A taxpayer should, in addition, be al~ 
lowed a full deduction for the tuition 
and special education costs of his de
pendents. It is not intended that this 
deduction should include board and 
lodging away from home-they are in
cluded in the basic exemption-but such 
a deduction should include laboratory 
and special tuition fees. In our modern 
educational system, these charges are 
steadily rising. The average parent 
manages to get along satisfactorily 
enough until his dependents commence 
higher education-at which point the 
family budget is completely undermined 
by the costs of education. . Education 
for the members of his family may pro
vide a taxpayer with some personal sat
isfactions-but the educational invest~ 
ment which he makes in a member of 
his family is made for all America. The 
benefits of education for dependents are 
harvested in their higher wage and in
come level. Everyone is benefited by 
the increased productivity and useful
ness of an educated citizen. The tax
payer who brings about these fruitful 
conditions by the educational advan
tages which he provides for his depend
ents is at least entitled to a deduction 
for the tuition costs of the education 
which he has provided his dependents . 

A family-tax program must, therefore, 
provide adequate incentives to privilege 
family life. Responsible family heads 
who assume their proper obligation of 
providing the necessities of life for their 
dependents by way of support, medical 
care, and education, are rendering a 
social service to their families which 
the community would have to assume 
if the family heads were not available 
for this ta~Sk. It is only reasonable, 
therefore, that the present unbalance in 
tax contribution be adjusted in favor of 
the family taxpayer. 

Exemptions must be raised to become 
increasingly more commensurate with 
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the cost of supporting dependents; full 
deductions must be allowed for the rising 
costs of medical, and hospitalization 
care and full deductions must be allowed 
for the reasonable costs of education. It 
is only in this way that we can effec
tively say as a nation that we believe 
in the family and family life as the 
most vital part of our democracy. 

The $20 tax credit for each taxpayer 
is only a step in the right direction. 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I am un
equivocally in favor of this bill and will 
support it. 

This legislation, in addition to ex
tending for another year the existing 
corporate tax and certain excise-tax 
rates, also provides a $20 credit against 
the individual income tax for each per
sonal exemption. 

The primary beneficiary of this gen
eral tax deduction is the little fellow, the 
low income-wage earner who needs tax 
relief. 

As I see it, there is nothing political or 
irresponsible in voting for this remedial 
legislation. This additional tax deduc
tion will give the American taxpayer 
more pocket money to spend. It will 
give him relief from the financial straits 
he finds himself in by reason of the high 
cost of living. 

Last year, I urged the Congress to give 
the American taxpayer, more particu
larly the low-income group, some sorely 
needed tax relief. However, we were not 
much help to him. 

To say that the 10-percent tax reduc
tion which went into effect January 1, 
1954, gave the little fellqw tax relief, is 
not correct. Because on the same date, 
the social-security tax increased from 
1% percent to 2 percent. The effect of 
this rise in our social-security tax meant 
a reduction in the pay checks of millions 
of workers in the low-income bracket 
even after the 10 percent income-tax re
lief. 

To say further that the little fellow 
received tax relief in our excise-tax re
duction bill passed last session also is 
incorrect. The only way he would gain 
the benefit of that so-called tax relief 
was to spend money. If he could afford 
to buy his wife a new fur coat or a dia
mond ring, or take her on a trip, then 
he would receive that tax benefit. But 
how many of these little fellows could 
afford to buy a fur coat, or jewelry, or 
even take a trip? I am sure a very in
significant number. 

To say that the taxpayer received ad
ditional tax benefits by providing added 
dividend exemptions is also incorrect, 
because 90 percent of the people in my 
district did not benefit by this legisla
tion. 

I do not propose to be an economist or 
a tax expert, but our tax analysts have 
often said tax cuts are always followed 
by increased spending which, in turn, 
increases revenue. While it is true that 
this $20-tax reduction will cut Govern
ment revenue, it is also true that it will 
increase consumer spending. Business 
will be stimulated to produce more, and 
to employ more people. Experience 
shows that Canada, Australia, and other 
countries that have cut taxes have dis
covered that their Government receipts 
have risen. 

It is about time we became realistic in 
our approach to the American taxpayer 
and in his desire to get out of the tight 
squeeze in which he now finds himself. 

This is a just and equitable bill and de
serves full support. 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Chairman, after 
reducing budget expenses in the first 
year of the Eisenhower administration 
by about $14 billion, we continued the 
high excess-profit tax on big corpora
tions, to bring in over a billion dollars 
a year, and we continued the general 
tax on corporations at 52 percent, from 
1953 to 1954, to bring in more billions, 
and continued the excise tax for another 
year. 

We drastically began cutting expenses 
and continued to build up · the Federal 
Treasury, in the hope that we could give 
a tax reduction to the people for the 
entire calendar year of 1954. 

In the transition from a hot war to a 
temporary peace, which greatly reduced 
our expenditures for war, a slight de
pression started in 1953, and there were 
dire predictions that we were headed 
into a dangerous depression. 

The President and the Congress wise
ly decided that we would give the people 
a tax reduction for the entire calendar 
year of 1954, in order to keep our people 
employed and in an effort to stop the re
cession and get started on the road up
ward in the expansion of business, keep
ing our people employed as fully as 

·possible. 
we. d~d give the people the biggest tax 

reduction in history-$7.4 billion. We 
felt that if we would allow them to keep 
for themselves $7.4 billion that they 
would spend the greater part of it in 
buying things that would stop the down
ward unemployment trend, keep more 
people employed, and a vert a depres
sion. 

This we did, and this was responsible 
in beating the depression that threat
ened, and we started the country for
ward to expansion and greater pros
perity. We did all of this, and reduced 
the deficit to the low mark of a little 
over $3 billion. In that same session, 
we continued to reduce governmental 
expenses, and at the same time, because 
of the threat of war, we continued to 
build up the defense of our country to 
where it is stronger today, in peacetime, 
than ever before. 

After rendering this great service to 
150 million people we find that in com
puting the budget expenses that we will 
have to meet for the latter part of this 
year and the first half of next year, that 
we will still not be able to completely 
wipe out the deficit, and it is predicted 
the deficit will be a little over $2 billion 
at the close of the coming fiscal year, 
ending June 30, 1956. 

DIVISIONS OF BENEFITS 

We gave the small income-tax payers 
two-thirds, or 66% percent, of the $7.4 
billion tax reductjon. 

We gave about one-third of that reduc
tion to small business in order to en
courage it to expand, and a very small 
part of that reduction to big business. 

It has been our hope and our purpose, 
if we can hold down Government ex
penses sufficiently, to again give the 

people a small tax reduction beginning 
on January 1, 1956. We cannot be sure 
that such a tax reduction will be given, 
because we cannot be sure that war con
ditions will be such that we may have 
to spend more money than now antici
pated, if we are still in great threat of 
war from Russia. 

A GREAT RECORD 

There never has been so much relief 
given to the ordinary and small-tax 
payer, and to all taxpayers before in the 
history of this Nation as the Eisenhower 
Administration has given them in 2 short 
years. 

If the Congress, even though it has a 
slight Democrat majority, will cooperate 
with the President and this present ad
ministration, we can continue our pres
ent prosperity and by such continuance, 
the people will have the greatest assur
ance not only for jobs for our 60 million 
wage earners, but for the earliest tax 
reduction in the future. 

POLITICAL EXPEDIENCY 

Now, in the face of this record of ac
complishment for all of our people, we 
are today faced with the Democrat lead
ership having introduced the bill we 
have before us for consideration, which 
is a threat to the financial solvency of 
our Government, which, if passed, will 
start inflation again, that will take bil
lions of dollars away from all of our 
people and start down the purchasing 
power of the dollar that had been stabi
lized. With all of our accomplishments 
in the interest of the people, we have 
stopped the high cost of living, and for 
the past number of months it has been 
going down. As it has slowly gone down, 
the purchasing power of the dollar has 
raised a like amount. 

Speaker RAYBURN and the majority 
leader brought this tax bill to the :fioor 
of this House, which promises to give 
every income taxpayer a reduction of $20 
for himself and each of his dependents, 
without any hearings being held at all 
before the Ways and Means Committee. 
When you compare this with the months 
of hearings held on the tax bill last year 
before the Ways and Means Committee, 
you can understand what a dangerous 
political expediency move is being made 
by the Democrat leaders. 

They are asking this Congress to paE:s 
this legislation before we know how much 
it is going to take to run this Govern
ment for the coming year. Nothing like 
this has ever happened in the history of 
this Congress, or this Government up to 
the present time. 

Conditions may arise between now and 
next January that will force this Con
gress to increase the expenses and to 
increase the deficit that is now already 
in sight. If this bill is passed, it will 
increase the deficit immediately by 
$2,400,000,000. This, added to the deficit 
of over $2 billion that it appears we will 
have, could well run the deficit to $5 
billion of money that we do not have 
in the United States Treasury. This will 
start the spiral of in:fiation again, and 
could cost the people that this bill is 
supposed to help, and the taxpayers gen
erally, twice as many billions of dollars 
through inflation alone. 
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FIN ANCI.U. IRRESPONSffiiLITY 

This is why President Eisenhower said, 
·in substance, that such a movement d~m
onstrates fiscal irresponsibility on the 
part of those who are trying to put this 
"legislation through. 

It is apparent that those who have 
cooked up this dangerous proposal have 
their eye on only one thing-that is 
political advantage they hope it will 
bring to them in the campaign in 1956. 
They say they want to help the little 
fellow, who we gave a benefit in the last 
tax · bill of a 66%-percent reduction. 

They do not tell the wage earners a~d. 
all of the people the. t if this legislation is 
passed, it will increase the cost of living 
through inflation, and hurt the little 
fellow and everyone. They do not tell 
the wage earners that this will bring 
about a condition that will make less 
jobs for the little fellow. 

The little taxpayers, that they are 
talking · about, are more interested in 
the well-paying jobs that they now have, 
yes, they are more interested in keeping· 
and holding these jobs than they are 
in receiving a $20 tax exemption that 
amounts to about 37 and one-half cents 
a week. 

WHY DO IT NOW 

The administration in power has 
demonstrated that it will reduce taxes 
just as often as the financial strength 
of the Nation will permit. We reduced 
taxes when we were in power in the 80th 
Republican Congress, and we have done 
it again in the second year of the Eisen
hower Republican administration. 

The Democrat leaders who were in 
power nearly 20 years preceding, con
stantly raised taxes, and never reduced 
them, yet they have suddenly become 
tax conscious, looking to the election in 
1956. 

They propose to put this tax bill 
through now rather than to wait until 
next January to see whether or not a 
tax reduction can be justified in the 
interest of all of the people. 

The President and we in this Congress 
are just as strongly committed and 
interested in giving the people a tax 
Teduction in the next session of Con
gress if, in fact, we are justified in doing 
so. They want to impress the small-tax 
payers and particularly the wage earners 
that they are so much interested in a 
tax reduction bill for 1956 that they want 
to pass it now, nearly a year ahead and 
let it become operative in 1956. 

In other words, President Eisenhower 
and the Republican Congress have man
aged this country so well that we have 
beat off a depression, business is expand
ing, prosperity is here in 1955, and, we 
hope, will be greater in 1956; and, of 
course, it is our intention to reduce taxes, 
if we can, when we learn what our finan
cial situation is next January. 

The Democrat leadership wants to 
make political propaganda out of jump
ing the gun and writing the tax bill now, 
without holding any hearings, which 
would go into effect next January 1, 
Tegardless of what conditions then exist, 
and regardless of whether or not such a 
tax bill would touch off a spiral of infla
tion that might help to wreck this coun
try financially. 

If this is not the height of financial 
irresponsibility, if this does not prove 
that this whole proposal is based on the 
cheapest sort of political advantage, then 
I do not know how it could be proven to 
the American people. 

SUPPORTING THE PRESIDENT 

They talk about supporting the Presi
dent. The President has declared that 
his entire fiscal policy is based largely 
upon the policies written into the tax bill 
in the last session of Congress. He has 
well pointed out the danger of this legis
lation. Now, when the chips are down, 
after all their talk in the last campaign 
that it was safe for the people to elect 
a Democrat Congress, that they would 
support the President, they are now in 
the first big test-voting for legislation 
that will wreck the President's and the 
administration's efforts to keep this 
country sound financially; keep all of our 
people employed; keep the Armed Forces 
of this country sufficiently strong to deter 
any other nation starting a war with us. 

I hope that the Members of this Con
gress on both sides of the House will put 
the interest of their country first, and 
that they will not be swerved from that 
position because of any political benefit 
that they think might come to them by 
passing such a dangerous bill as the one 
that is before us. 

Our first line of defense, our freedom 
ultimately, and the well-being of all of 
our people is dependent upon the finan
cial solvency of this Government. We 
must not endanger it by approving this 
unreasonable and unjustifiable legis
lation. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. Chairman, I received 
a letter this morning from Mr. George 
K. Kloor-a veteran of World War I-
2414 Alma Street of Alexandria, La., in 
my district, and asked that I place this 
in the RECORD: 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: 

I am sending this note to advise you 
That taxes have taken away 

The things I find most essential-
My reindeer, my workshop, my sleigh; 

Now I make my rounds on a donkey, 
He's old and crippled and slow; 

So you will know if you don't see me Christ
mas, 

I'm out on my ass in the snow. 
SANTA CLAUS. 

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Chairman, I 
am indeed gratified that 9 of the 10 
Members from the Virginia delegation 
will today stand and be counted against 
fiscal irresponsibility. Eight Members 
of this delegation, as you know, are af
filiated with the Democratic Party. By 
their opposition to their party's leader
ship they are convincingly demonstrat
ing that they refuse to play politics at 
the expense of the Nation's financial 
stability. 

This is statesmanship of the highest 
order and the great Commonwealth of 
Virginia has just reason for pride. I am 
certain that the people who populate the 
Old Dominion will applaud this forth
right and courageous action. 

Mr. Chairman, the proposal we are 
considering this afternoon is patently 
political. It seems to me to be a deliber
ate attempt to purchase votes at $20 
per vote. It is an irresponsible proposal 

that completely disregards the fiscal state 
of these United States. We have in the . 
Executive Mansion ·today a man who is 
dedicated to balancing the national bud
get, ending inflation and providing sta
bility for the consumer's dollar. These 
achievements will benefit all Americans 
in all income groups. The $20 sop to the 
voter will, if enacted by the Congress, 
·prevent the attainment of these objec
tives. It will cost in lost revenue nearly 
$3 billion. Thus the country will be 
shoved $3 billion more on the deficit side 
of the ledger. 

But there is another major objection. 
This reckless proposal would remove 
nearly 5 million people from the tax rolls. 
They would be relieved of paying any in
come tax at all. I am not one to believe 
that Americans in any income level are 
willing to shirk their responsibility of 
citizenship by escaping income taxes. 
Good Americans, regardless· of how much 
they earn, want a part according to their 
ability to pay in helping their country 
to. become strong economically and mili
tarily in these times of grave peril. To 
conclude otherwise is to brand them as 
selfish individuals who place their own 
self-interest above the interest of their 
country. No. Mr. Chairman, I do not be
lieve they are that selfish. I do not be
lieve that they can be bought by a 
political maneuver which saves each of 
them only about 37 cents a week. 

There is another aspect to this reckless . 
income-tax reduction proposal. It is an 
P.spect that the leaders on the opposite 
side of the aisle have kept completely 
quiet about. They harp on what they 
loosely call Republican favoritism to so
called big business. The last tax reduc
tion-that is, the revision of the Internal 
Revenue Code last year-they say, was 
a rich man's tax measure. Of course. 
that is pure poppycock parroted aro_un~ 
for political purposes. · 

But let us see what they are doing 
for big business in this measures before 
us today. If they are successful, they 
will undoubtedly kill the extension of 
the corporate tax at its present rate. 
This will come about because they know 
that President Eisenhower will be forced 
to veto their political tax scheme to pre
vent the loss of $3 billion. This means 
that the higher corporate tax rate will 
go too. Now, Mr. Speaker, every big 
business corporation in the country 
wants a lower corporate tax. So if the 
Democratic Party leaders pass this meas
ure, knowing full well that the President 
will affix a veto, they will be giving big 
business a tremendous tax cut and it 
will not be the little $20 tax sop dangled 
before the eyes of those h\ the lower 
income brackets. It will be e. big-busi
ness bonanza. And yet we hear those 
.of the Democratic leadership speak in 
tearful language about the plight of the 
low-wage earner and about Republican 
tax cuts favoring big business. Whom 
do they think they are kidding? 

Mr. Chairman, the American people 
are no fools, and I think they will bit-. 
terly resent the suggestion contained in 
this bill that they are being favored by 
the party which proclaims itself the 
champion of the little mari. 'rhey know 
that they are being offered a pig in a · 
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poke and they know that pig has big 
letters on it that spell "political." When 
you try to deceive them you only suc
ceed in deceiving yourself. Make no 
mistake about it. 

Again, let me say that the position of 
the Virginia delegation is a position 
that justifies the confidence its constitu
ents have placed in it. My only regret 
is that the vote of the members of this 
delegation is not 10 instead of 9 against 
this reduction. 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Chairman, this 
bill provides for a 1-year extension of 
the existing corporate normal tax rate 
and of certain existing ex;cise tax rates 
and, in addition, to provide a $20 credit 
against the individual income tax for 
each personal exemption. · 

In the first place, it should be noted 
that it was the hope of many in this 
Congress that economic conditions this 
year, as well as budgetary requirements 
of the Government, would make it possi
ble for us to dispense with and discon
tinue many onerous excise taxes essen
tially wartime or · emergency in charac
ter, and thus extend a substantial 
modicum of long -overdue relief to many 
basic industries and businesses and to 
the American people as a whole. 

It is distressing, but nevertheless a 
very accurate observation, that emer
gency taxes levied in the first instance to 
meet greatly augmented needs of war, 
defense, or related objects, tend to per
petuate themselves. During the past 
few years we have had striking illustra
tions of taxes of this type which were 
enacted on what was believed to be and 
·intended to be a temporary emergency 
basis, being extended into periods of the 
national life which, while not normal by 
any means, are not emergent. 

This has unfortunately been the case 
with heavy corporation and excise taxes, 
the first of which diverts seed capital 
from constructive business channels to 
the Government, and the second of 
which continues costly and vexatious 
levies, not only upon business, but upon 
practically every class of the people. It 
is particularly unfortunate that these 
levies bear down most unfavorably and 
ofttimes oppressively upon those busi
ness groups and individuals less capable 
of sustaining them. A stern impact, for 
example, is visited upon small-business 
men, who because of the existing tax 
structure; are in all too many cases un
able to plow back into their going con
cerns, legitimate profits and surpluses 
that ar~ so essential to their growth, con
tinued health, and prosperity. In a sim
ilar way, workers, householders, and 
individuals in every segment of Ameri
can life have inflicted upon them con
tinuing, inequitable, and most oppres
sive excise tax exactions. 

It has been my sincere and studied 
belief that many of these taxes have not 
Qnly been ill-advised but dangerous. 
They have constricted initiative. They 
have impeded enterprise. They have 
reduced revenues. They have dimin
ished the incentives which lie at the very 
bottom of our great economic system and 
which indeed are vital to its success, 
well-being and vigor. Once t:t.at we lose 
by taxation, or in any other way, that 
dynamic quality of incentive which 

prompts men and women to utilize their 
talents· and exert their best energies for 
the establishment and advancement of · 
their own business, we shall have lost _ 
one of the most precious attributes of . 
our American way of life, because it is 
upon the free, independent activity, the 
zeal to get ahead, the legitimate ambi
tions and aspirations of our fellow citi
zens that this Nation must depend to 
sustain and develop our economic in
stitutions and to furnish the driving 
force, which alone can produce, that dy
namic forward surge so necessary to the 
health of our econmic system, the 
prosperity, employment · and happiness 
of our people. 

I regret that the administration has 
not selected the other choices available 
by which many of these excise taxes 
could . be relieved or even completely 
elminated. They .are unwholesome, un
healthy and restrictive in their effect 
upon the industrial and business activity 
of the Nation as well as upon the stand
ards of living of millions of Americans. 

I recognize, however, that in this dan
gerous world our Government is bur
dened with huge necessary expenses of 
recurrent and apparently' indefinite n~
ture which probably will make it very 
difficult for us to achieve that most de
sirable goal of immediately balancing 
the budget. Taxes may be disagreeable 
and even obnoxious, but for the com
mon good and for the cefense of the 
Nation, we will have to endure them, 
however unpalatable and disagreeable. 

On the other hand, our current criti
cal situation in the world and the con
tinued vast expenditures we are facing 
make it all the more important that we 
should impose all taxes upon a ration
alized, workable plan, and'secor:dly, upon 
the basis of ability to pay and equitable 
treatment of every class and group in 
the American bOdy politic. I am not 
convinced that either of these desirable 
aims have been served by recent tax pol
icy or by this bill. I propose to support 
it. 

This $20 credit section of the bill moves 
toward a laudable objective in that it 
endeavors to lighten certain burdens on 
lower income groups which were over
looked and unconsidered in last year's 
tax bills. Members of the House will re
call what happened when those measures 
were pending here. Substantial relief 
was given to recipients of dividends and 
other income, and I have rio complaint 
about that because I am anxious as 
anyone to preserve our marvelous system 
of private capital investment. But I felt 
that if this relief was being given to a 
class wliich perhaps needed it less, that 
some coordinate relief should have been 
extended to the lower income groups that 
needed it more. As we an know, for a 
variety of reasons, this was not done. 

Now this House is given a limited op
portunity provided by this measure to 
some extent at least to equalize this 
palpably discriminatory situation. I am 
not at all satisfied that the measure is as 
well thought out as it should be, or that 
it fits into the tax machinery as effi
ciently as it should. Notwithstanding 
this, it provides some measure of overdue 
relief for those in the lower levels of the 
American economic scale which by every 

rule of reason, logic, and equity should · 
have been extended in last year's tax 
bill. · I should like to have seen a more . 
efficient integration of proposals for the 
relief of this group and other groups
an appropriate integration, so to speak, 
of tax relief that could be well extended 
to many citizens who are entitled to re
ceive it. But we are facing the issue and 
while the choice is limited, I believe, that · 
on the whole the measure seeks to pro
mote the equitable balancing of some of 
these taxes in favor of those who need 
and should have the consideration of this 
Congress. 

Let n'l.e stress as others have done dur- · 
ing the debate that the bill is not appli- · 
cable to this year's taxes but will go into 
effect in 1956. In the interim, if the 
status of the budget and world condi
tions, · our revenue position and other 
factors are favorable, it may be possible 
next year for the Congress to consider 
and adopt broader measures which will 
entail·a-larger measure of relief to all our 
taxpayers. I sincerely hope that this will' 
be the case and that at an early date 
the Government and the Congress will be 
in a position to lift a great many of the' 
existing heavy . tax burdens from busi
ness and all of our people and thus 
strengthen the economic and social fab
ric of America. 

It is unfortunate that political consid
erations should creep into the debate. 
Tax measures are an area where definite 
principles of taxation, of justice, of 
equity, and of social science should 
dominate our consideration. Tax meas
ures should never be predicated upon po
litical factors alone, but I suppose it 
would be unrealistic for any of us to ex
pect that in a great democracy like ours 
we should ever be able to achieve that de
gree of perfected detachment that would 
permit us to settle these great questions 
in a legislative body without the inter
vention of political questions. And per
haps that fact is not· only a great tribute 
we can pay to democratic institutions, 
but also a satisfying assurance that our 
peerless democracy is functioning. . 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, being 
impressed by the great importance to the 
people of my district of Florida of this 
proposed cut in taxes, I took the question 
directly to them. My St. Petersburg dis
trict office, through volunteer workers, 
polled, by telephone, several hundred 
constituents throughout the four coun
ties I represent. I have here the result 
of that telephone poll which has been re
ported to me, and it is as follows: 

Seventy-seven and sixty-three one
hundredths percent contacted in four 
counties were against this tax reduction. 

Fifteen and six one-hundredths per
cent were in favor of the reduction. 

Seven and thirty-one one-hundredths 
percent expressed no interest and no 
opinion. 

Of those favoring defeat of the tax 
cut at least 60 to 70 percent expressed 
the opinion·: "The proposal is pure poli
tics." 
. I am happy to ask the extension of 
these remarks and their inclusion in the 
REcoRD, as well as the three editorials 
pertinent to this problem and opposing 
the tax cuts as presented on a basis of 
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poor economy. I include the following 
editorials: 
(From the St. Petersburg (Fla.) Independent 

of February 22, 1955] 
TAX CUTS ARE FINE BuT-

Everyone likes the idea of less taxes. 
Particularly the. politicians whoa a Presi

dential election year is approaching. 
It is not surprising then that Democratic 

Members of the House of Representatives 
have proposed a tax reduction bill that would 
give a dab of extra cash to almost everyone. 

The Democratic proposal calls for a tax 
credit of $20 for each taxpayer and his de
pendents. Thus, a man, his wife and one 
child would pay $60 less in income taxes 
beginning next January if the Democratic 
proposal is pushed through Congress. 

In many instances this would relieve fami
lies from paying any income taxes, which 
would be a happy state of affairs for them. 
This would include those in the lowest in
come brackets. It wouldn't, however, be a 
terrific bonanza for the average person who 
now pays several hundred dollars in annual 
income taxes. 

But the Democrats are going on the theory 
that every little bit helps, and are banking 
1>n the idea that millions of appreciative 
taxpayers will return the favor with votes, 
come next November. 

We, of course, do not object to paying 
a smaller income tax bill. Contrariwise, we 
love the idea. 

But it strikes us that if those who are 
plumping for tax reductions were equally 
zealous in their attempts to reduce Govern
ment spending, all concerned would be bet
ter off. 

For a reduction in income taxes now with
out an accompanying reduction in Govern
ment spending simply means that this gen
eration is living on the earnings of future 
generations. In other words, what the Gov
ernm·ent would lose in revenues as a result of 
the tax cut would be added to the public 
debt wl1ich future generations must pay.• 
That is, of course, unless the Federal debt 
is repudiated eventually, all wealth and sav
ings wiped out, and we start from scratch 
again. 

The tax reduction proposed by the Demo
crats would cost the Government approxi
mately $1,500,000,000 a year in lost revenues. 
That means that instead of going into the 
red at the rate of about $3 billion a year as 
we are now, we'd hit a level of about 
$4,500,000,000. 

Obviously we are in a ridiculous situation. 
We are enjoying an era of the highest pros
perity we have ever known. Although we 
are in a touch-and-go situation in the so
called "cold war," we're still at peace. Yet 
in spite of our high prosperity and the 
fact that we are not in the emergency of a 
shooting war, we just don't seem to be able 
to match Federal expenditures with Federal 
income-to say nothing of paying anything 
on the gargantuan public debt we accumu
lated during World War II and the subse
quent Korean fiasco. 

Instead of bringing our books into balance 
and attempting some token payment toward 
that old debt, we talk about reducing taxes 
without cutting expenditures, thus mort
gaging the futures of generations to come. 

How long would your own family ·endure 
economically if you attempted to operate 
your finances on the same principle? How 
long would your creditm;s let you go if you 
consistently spent beyond your income and 
never attempted to make even a token pay
ment against your debts, and, instead, sim
ply borrowed more money to stay off your 
more preEsing creditors? 

You'd soon be in bankruptcy, wouldn't 
you? And your credit rating would be nil. 

Yet this is exactly what we are attempting 
to do on a national scale. We are l{idding 
ourselves that we can delay the day of reck
oning forever. 

We talk about cutting income taxes. The 
politicians think it's a fine idea. It will 
make everyone happy and win votes. 

But does anyone suggest that it would 
be wise to cut expenditures first, balance the 
budget and begin payment on the national 
debt? 

Perish the thought. Don't even whisper 
such an idea. Or you'll be labeled a "re
actionary," an "isolationist," and a "tool 
of Wall Street." 

[From the Tampa (Fla.) Times of 
February 24, 1955] 

TAX CUT SHARP POLITICS, BUT POOR 
ECONOMICS 

The ability of Congre~~men to talk of giv
ing themselves a $10,000-a-year raise and, at 
the same time, consider cutting taxes $20 a 
person is a prime example of the doubletalk 
in Government finances that has plunged 
this Nation so deeply into debt. 

It has been estimated that this proposed 
reduction would amount to more than $2 bil
lion a year. Where, then, would the funds 
come from to raise congressional salaries and 
provide for the many Fe~eral spending pro
grams? The only answer is more borrowing 
and a deeper Federal debt. 

Secretary of the Treasury Humphrey is 
leading the opposition to the tax cut with a 
protest that Democratic sponsors of the 
measure are abandoning "responsible finan
cial management of the Federal Govern
ment" and he has accused them of "playing 
fast and loose with the welfare of 160 million 
Americans.'' 

The Secretary's attitude is understandable. 
The $2-billion-plus cut literally pulls the 
rug out from under planning for sensible 
management on Federal finances. The tax 
cut is being rushed through 10 months be
fore it would become effective, complains 
the Secretary, and when no one knows what 
conditions may be at that future time. In 
short, the Nation could become entangled 
in a military operation in the Far East and 
be hamstrung because of inadequate appro
priations to finance such a venture. 

Another ugly fact from the Secretary's 
viewpoint is, that it is tacked on to an Ad
ministration proposal for extension of the 
corporation tax rate and certain excise taxes· 
which otherwise would be reduced. Should 
the President veto the income-tax cut, he 
would automatically kill the bill extending. 
present corporation and excise taxes. If all 
of these tax cuts go through, the Treasury 
Department will, indeed, be faced with a 
heavy deficit and a limit will be imposed on 
Administrative planning. 

There is still hope that, if the House is. 
determined to pass this measure, it wilr be 
defeated in the S:mate where Senator BYRD 
of Virginia, has already announced his oppo
sition. 

It is not at all unusual to see politicians 
acting like politicians, but the public must 
realize that this tax cut's Democratic pro- · 
posers are not unmindful that it could give 
them a popular issue for the election next 
year. 

There are few persons who would :hot enjoy 
a $20 income-tax reduction. There are also 
few who would not appreciate the almost 67 
percent salary hike Congressmen seem de
termined to vote themselves, but responsible 
citizens realize that Government economics 
goes much deeper than wishful thinking. 

This Nation has pressing obligations, both 
at home and abroad. Its earning capacity is 
at an all-time high. Surely, it is the wisest 
course to hold taxes at the present level and 
attempt to reduce unnecessary spending in 
an effort to bring the Federal budget into 
balance. 

Any other course 1s dangerous experiment
ing in deficit financing. It is impossible to 
increase spending and reduce income further 
without inviting financial chaos. 

[From the St. Petersburg (Fla.) Times of 
February 22, 1955] 

TWENTY-DOLLAR TAX CUT? 

House Democrats are watching the 1956 
Presidential election so closely they cann9t 
see the ·ust in the Federal budget. 

The Democrats want to reduce personal 
income taxes by $20 for each taxpayer and 
each dependent beginning next year. 

If approved, it would ·cost the Federal 
Government an estimated $1 .5 billion in 
revenue-at a time when the budget already 
shows a deficit and defense expenditures 
might have to be increased. 

The reason for the move is clear. Pres
ident Eisenhower, in his economic report of 
last month, held out hope for a general tax 
cut in 1956. Democrats want to show that · 
they, and not the Republicans, can reduce 
taxes for voters. 

But it is unfortunate, partisan politics. · 
It should be recognized as such and rejected 
by realistic Members of Congress. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, who 
has the wisdom or ability to truly char
acterize the sincerity of insincerity of 
any Member of this House? Who knows 
the spirit or pressure that motivates the 
decision of any other Member in his 
voting? 

This much we all know and it is indis
putable with facts. 
- A proposal is nO\v being made t:> re

duce by a fraction the personal income. 
tax. We are asked to support an amend
ment offered to this House without bene
fit of any hearings within committee and 
on an overnight impulse of the majority 
members of the Ways and Means Com
mittee. Why such haste for a provision 
to become effective in 1956? 

In the years of my own legislative ex
perience it has always been my under
standing that the needs of government 
must first be screened so that a balanced 
budget can be achieved, if possible. 

Mr. Speaker, not an appropriation bill 
has been reported to this House. We 
have no full view of the fiscal picture 
for the approaching year. It is most ir
responsible to vote the proposed tax re
duction without any facts to guide us. 

The Democratic majority has pend• 
ing within its controlled committees. 
spending proposals that would further 
unbalance the budget and cause much 
greater deficits. The present adminis
tration has made heroic efforts to 
achieve a stabilized economy, a balanced 
budget and to encourage the even flow 
of business in a peacetime economy. 
The splendid record of the 83d Congress 
fully discloses the excellent program en
acted into law. A sound dollar has been 
achieved. 

Are we to throw all these gains out the 
window and for what appears to be a 
partisan political purposes vote encour
agement to further inflation and a loss 
of purchasing . power to the American 
people? 

Can any measure be termed other than 
an outright political bid to purchas.e 
votes, when it is based on no study, no 
hearings, no recognition of fiscal obliga
tions and pointedly not for this year, but 
for 1956? 

Who now can determine what condi
tions our country will face in 1956? We 
may have an even greater measure of 
prosperity or we may be in the midst of 
a worldwide holocaust. 
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As a Representative keenly feeling his 

responsibility to the people I cannot sup
port the $20 reduction amendment. A 
measure of this kind should not be de
termined in a bid fQr partisan political 
advantage. It should be decided on the 
merits-based on the appropriations re
quired to run our Government and a full 
review of our fiscal position. 

The New York Herald Tribune on its 
editorial page said today: 

THE TEST ON TAXES 

If ever there was a plain case of playing 
politics, it is the Demo.crats' effort to put 
through a $~0 tax reduction for eac;:h person. 
The House votes today on this mischievous 
measure. Every Congressman is challenged 
to stand fast for good sense ahd for prin
ciple. 

Let it be admitted that the Democratic 
leaders in the Congress have acted with en
lightenment on such issues as trade and 
foreign policy. This gives them no licens.e 
to go hog-wild on domestic m!ltters. Taxes 
are the raw materials of political emotions, 
and the opposition evidently feels that here 
it has an opportunity to strike blows 
against the administration. 

It is an old-fashioned partisan maneuver 
which would look pretty shoddy at any time 
and is deplorabl~ in today's. circumstances. 

What would this cut mean? It would 
mean a loss in revenues of something over 
$2 billion a year, and it would remove an 
estimated 5 million persons from the tax 
roles. It would do these things when the 
people are summoned to steady efforts and to 
a common awareness in carrying forward the 
burdens of defense and leadership in the· 
cold war. 

President Eisenhower has scarcely ever 
appeared more deeply moved and more per
suasive than ,when he appealed -at Wednes
day 's press conference for a defeat of this 
measure. He would not be driven into the 
position of saying that no tax cuts are justi
fied until the budget is balanced, or saying 
that a balanced budget is not now within 
sight. But he insisted with vigor that re
ductions must be made with system, with 
an eye upon the dangers of inflation, and 
with constant concern for the national 
welfare. 

The President made his case before the 
newspapermen, and it was carried by TV 
across the Nation. It must be supposed that 
this is one of those instances where the 
people have more sense than the politicians 
who seek to flatter and seduce them. 

They will not be taken in by so flagrant 
a trick. All who stand with the President 
when the vote is taken today will be doing 
not only the thing that conscience dictates 
but what in the long run must win for them 
the only kind of popularity that is worth 
having. 

Mr. Chairman, in the best interests of 
all the American people the ill-advised 
$20 reduction amendment should be de
feated. 

Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Chairman, H. R. 
4259 presents some very vital challenges. 
On one hand is ·the sincere and honest 
desire of everyone for a proper reduc
tion in taxes. On the other hand, how
ever, is the very compelling need to have 
a strong, proper, responsible fiscal policy 
for our Federal Government. 

During the 83d Congress I supported 
the reduction in taxes recommended by 
the House Committee on Ways and 
Means. I feel that the action taken then 
can be very well justified on the record 
made by the 83d Congress and the ad
ministration in the increased efficiency 
ih the executive branch of the Govern-

ment and the consequent reduction of 
the expenditures of our Federal Govern
ment. Also, all economic indexes were 
very favorable for continued prosperity 
and the fears expressed for a recession 
as the result of our transition from a 
wartime economy to a peacetime econ
omy following the close of the Korean 
war did not materialize. The action 
which was approved was amply justified 
and there was every reasonable expect
ancy of a balanced budget. 

Conditions, however, have changed. 
Situations in the Far East have changed 
and at the request of the President for 
authority to use the Armed Forces in 
the Formosa area was approved by an 
overwhelming majority in both Houses 
of Congress. The continuing need for 
large defense expenditures of about two
thirds of the total requested budget 
shows conclusively that any substantial 
reductions in the budget must come from 
these defense expenditures. The House 
Committee on Appropriations is now 
holding hearings daily in an effort to 
determine how and where expenditures 
can be reduced. This committee has not 
yet brought in any budget recommenda
tions and until this is done and acted 
upon by Congress, there will be no cer
tain knowledge as to what the expendi
tures will be for the fiscal year beginning 
July 1, 1955. 

If we continue to spend more than we. 
can receive in taxes and, therefore, have 
another deficit, we must borrow money to 
meet this deficit. Who will eventually 
be called upon to pay this deficit? This 
will fall upon the grandchildren of the 
present generation and our grandchil
dren's grandchildren. 

I am just as eager as any Member of 
Congress can be to reduce taxes and to 
reduce them especially for the lower
income groups. This, however, is not 
now the time to vote decreases. Con
gress should wait and see what the con
ditions are later, both as to worldwide 
conditions and economic conditions in 
our own Nation. Therefore, I feel com
pelled to vote for the Reed amendment 
to strike from this bill the provisions 
for a $20 reduction in the taxes of indi
viduals. I feel also that the matter can 
be properly considered either later this 
year or next year and that the decision 
at that time must be based on conditions 
prevailing at that time and likely to 
prevail in the future. 

The Dayton Daily News has long been 
recognized as one of the very important 
forces in the expression and molding of 
public opinion in the 3d District of 
Ohio. This great newspaper is owned 
by the Honorable James M. Cox, a 
three-term Governor of the State of 
Ohio. Mr. Cox not only served with 
great distinction as a three-time Demo
crat Governor of Ohio, and a former 
Member of Congress from the 3d Dis
trict of Ohio, but he was also the Demo
crat candidate for the President of the 
United States in 1920 while Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt was his running mate 
for the Vice Presidency. The Dayton 
Daily News on February 23, 1955, carried 
an editorial on the subject discussed 
herein and under the unanimous agree-

ment obtained in the House, I make it 
a part of my comments: 

LOW-LEVEL POLITICS 

The action of House Democrats in rushing 
toward passage of a $20 decrease in personal 
income taxes represents politics on its basest 
level. It is an attempt to purchase votes 
for dollars. 

The fact that Republicans have promised 
the electorate similar bribery next year is 
no justification for Democratic irresponsibil
ity now. Neither are similar Republican 
transgressions in the past. 

Fortunately, there is reason to believe that 
the Democratic majority in the Senate will 
face up to its obligation for orderly Govern
ment and toss the tax cuts into the ash can. 
If so, those guilty of the current exhibition 
in the House will have accomplished nothing 
except to expose their irresponsibility. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I in
tend to support this measure providing 
a $20 credit against the individual in
come tax for each personal exemption 
because, in my conscientious judgment, 
its objective not only is designed to ad
vance the national economy as a whole, 
but indeed, it is directly in line with the 
sentiments expounded by the President 
himself in his recent budget message, 
when he stated: 

I hope that tax reductions will be so justi
fied next year. _ If so, I shall recommend are
duction in taxes to spread the relief fairly 
among all taxpayers in a way which will 
be the most effective to relieve individual 
tax burdens and to increase incentive for 
effort and investment. 

The $20 tax credit will extend to the 
taxpayers the President mentions the 
relief which he said he hoped and 
planned to give them. At the same time, 
this relief will expand private spending 
and tend to offset the depression in our 
economy of contracting Government 
expenditures. 

It is my very deep belief that this tax 
credit for individual income taxpayers 
in general, and very particularly for our 
low-income taxpayers, is urgently need
ed now to sustain an expanding economy. 
I supported the tax legislation enacted 
in the last Congress mainly because it 
contained the first major revision in over 
50 years for "improving our antiquated 
tax system. However, I felt then, as now, 
the specific provisions of that legisla
tion did not extend fair and just tax 
consideration to those working people 
and their families within our lowest in
come brackets. This present measure 
before us contains provision for the cor
rection of th'at past deficiency because 
it benefits all taxpayers and is distrib
uted to every taxpayer evenly on a dollar 
basis with respect to each personal 
exemption. 

As I said here when the last tax bill 
was being discussed, it is axiomatic that 
to have expanding production, we must 
have . increasing consumption. It is a 
matter of statistical proof that the in
dividuals in our lower income brackets, 
from $5,000 down, and this group of 
individuals embraces the great majority 
of our taxpayers, are the ones who must 
spend practically every cent of their in
come in order to live. It is, therefore, 
only elemental logic to realize that sav
ings and credits among these individuals 
are almost immediately thrown into the 
country's purchasing power, which, in 
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turn: naturally increases the demand for 
consumer goods resulting in the greater. 
production for the continuing employ
ment we all patriotically desire to 
achieve. 

I submit, therefore, that this manner 
and ·method of providing some needed 
tax relief for our overburdened Ameri
can citizens will inevitably have a sus:-. 
taining effect upon the _national econ
omy. On that fundamental ground, I 
earnestly hope you will all give this 
measure your sympathetic consideration 
and, in doing so, may I say again, you will 
be acting in accord with the Chief Ex
ecutive's own admonition to the C-.~ngress 
to legislate for the good of all Americans. 

Mr. McDOWELL. Mr. Chairman, the 
hue and cry of the Eisenhower adminis
tration condemning the $20 tax credit as 
proposed by the Ways and Means Com
mittee of the House of Representatives 
and their accusation of fiscal irresponsi
bility reflects the President's capitula
tion to big business and the high-income 
taxpayers. He opposes the Democratic 
proposal because he does not want "to 
lead the country into greater deficit 
spending." Does he forget that it was 
the Republican tax cut in 1954 of $7.4 
billion that caused the present deficit, as 
evidenced by his own words: 

The budget would have been balanced for 
the current fiscal year if there had been no 
tax cuts. (Eisenhower's budget message, 
1955.) 

Last year the President forecast a de
ficit of two and nine-tenths billions for 
the fiscal year 1955, and in spite of this 
deficit, approved tax cuts of seven and 
four-tenths billions. Tax cuts that ben
efited, for the most part, the large cor
porations and high-income taxpayers. 
This year the President forecast a deficit 
of two and four-tenths billions for fiscal 
1956, yet protests the Democratic pro
posal of a $20 tax credit to the small
income taxpayer, which would amount 
to two billions, only half of which would 
be reflected in the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1956, inasmuch as the proposed 
tax credit would be effective January 1, 
1956. In other words, it was all right 
for the Republicans to give most of the 
seven and four-tenths billions to the 
wealthy in 1956 resulting in a deficit, but 
the present Democratic proposal tQ give 
a $2-billion tax cut in 1956 to the tax
payer earning $5,000 a year or less is all 
wrong. 

President Eisenhower stated in his 
January 1955 budget message: 

I hope that tax reduction will be justified 
next year. 

The present proposal is only carrying 
out the President's promise. Republi
cans say that the present tax cut will 
render our economy an irreparable 
harm. If the 1954 reduction was de
signed to stimulate the economy of our 
Nation, why should not the Democratic 
proposal do the same, keeping in mind 
the administration's promised cut in 
1956. The administration during the 
campaign of 1954 and now is constantly 
reminding us that we have changed from 
a wartime economy to a peacetime econ
omy. It would seem proper under these 
conditions to continually expect the costs 
of Government to decline and that tax 

benefits might be passed on to the peo
ple. If this was not an act of irrespon
sibility in 1954, why would it be .consid-. 
erect so in 1956. 

It would seem that the only sound 
argument now being presented against 
the tax cut for the little man is opposi
tion for the sake of opposition. Demo
cratic .concern. for the welfare and;well .. 
being of all the people is traditional and 
a matter of long record, and I think this, 
more than anything else, is causing the 
irritation to the President and his party. 

Mr. Eisenhower has, by his own choos
ing, entered into the arena as a political. 
candidate for election in 1956. He fur
ther, by his own actions in recent weeks, 
assumed the active leadership of the Re
publican Party by word and deed. In the 
elections of 1954, the American people 
voted the Democrats into control of the 
Congress. They, therefore, now share a 
dual responsibility with the President to 
decide what is best for the country on all 
constitutional levels. Appropriating 
money and establishing tax rates are the 
sole responsibility of the Congress.' In 
accepting that responsibility, the Demo
crats do so in full knowledge that they 
are the only hope of the little men to 
obtain a tax break just as the Republi
cans know they must represent the 
wealthy taxpayer if they are to fulfill 
their traditional responsibility as exem
plified by the past history of their party. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I have 
given a great deal of consideration to 
important rollcall votes which are ex
pected this afternoon. 

President Eisenhower submitted a 
budget to this Congress for fiscal year 
1956 which is out of balance in the 
amount of $2.4 billion. I personally will 
support further reductions in this 
budget. In the last two sessions of Con
gress, I have voted for expenditure re
ductions in an amount which would have 
placed our Federal budget for fiscal 
years 1955 and 1956 in balance. I regret 
that the position which I have taken to 
reduce expenditures has not been shared 
by a majority of the Members of this 
great legislative body. 

The time has come when we must face 
up to the reality that a majority of 
the Members of the present Congress will 
vote for still larger appropriations than 
were recommended by President Eisen
hower in his budget for fiscal year 1956. 
This simply means that our Federal 
budget deficit for fiscal year 1956 will 
be even larger than that anticipated by 
the President. This situation places a 
responsible legislator in a very difficult 
position when the roll is called on the 
matter of paying the bills, which I be
lieve should be paid through Federal 
revenue and not by still further increases 
in the national debt. 

This afternoon I shall vote to recom
mit H. R. 4259 to the Committee on 
Ways and Means with instructions to 
strike out sections 4 and 5. Sections 4 
and 5 of this bill provide for the $20 
tax giveaway and represents complete 
fiscal irresponsibility on the part of the 
majority party. If this motion does not 
prevail, it is my sincere hope that a ma
jority of the Members will vote to defeat 
this legislation and work for the passage 
of H. R. 4200 or H. R. 4201. These two 

bills provide for the extension for 1 year 
of the excise taxes and corporation tax 
rates, which otherwise would be -reduced 
automatically on April 1, 1955. These 
two extensions have been recommended 
by the President as necessary to the fis
cal stability of our Nation. There seems 
to be no disagreement that the excise 
taxes and corporate income-taxes should
be extended for another year. There is 
no reason for granting any tax reduc
tions this year. Sections 4 and 5 of H. R. 
4259 have been hastily drawn, and no 
hearings have been held on these two 
sections of the bill we have under con
sideration today. The public has had 
absolutely no opportunity to express its 
views on the problem and no other 
method of ta~ reduction was . even dis
cussed in the· House Ways and Means 
Committee . If H. R. 4259 is enacted into 
law, we will not be helping the individ
ual taxpayer. These sections are delib
erately designed to destroy confidence in 
our economy and to force this Congress 
to increase still more the national debt 
limitation. 

Fiscal responsibility must be main
tained in America. The threat of fiscal 
irresponsibility is as great or greater 
than the threat of war. If this Congress 
approves fiscal irresponsibility in the 
United States, we will be granting inter
national communism a great victory. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I am in favor of reduction in taxes espe
cially for people in the lower-income 
bracket. The method you are using to
day is not the way to go ·about it. The 
original bill, H. R. 4259, provides for 
continuation of present tax rates on cor
POtations and the extension of present 
excise-tax rates. This must be done 
within the next few weeks so the Gov
ernment will not lose by reason of taxes 
on corporations and excise taxes on au
tomobiles, liquor, and tobacco. Almost 
all Members agree these taxes should be 
extended. 

This $20 amendment proposal is a dif
ferent matter. It comes in at the last 
minute without hearings or discussion 
by the committee in charge. It does not 
even take effect until 1956. In fact it 
will not show up on the tax return until 
1957. It is said to involve $2 billion a 
year. It seems to me if proponents of 
the bill are sincere, and I think they are, 
they should submit the proposal under 
a separate measure so the House can 
discuss it. Under the rule you have 
before us, no amendments are permitted. 
VVe do not even have a report on the 
bill. If the bill should be passed right 
away, then it ought to take effect im
mediately. We should not fool the tax
payers by telling them we are giving 
them a $20 reduction in their taxes and 
then write in the bill that they cannot 
have it for another year. VVe cannot 
even amend that part of the bill because 
of the gag rule you have approved. 

I am in favor of reducing taxes for in
dividuals at the earliest possible date. I 
think the fair and equitable thing to do 
is to increase exemptions for individuals 
and their dependents. That is the fair 
way to do it. 

Incidentally, we should be reminded 
that the majority party while in power 
over a period of 20 years has not here-
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tofore advocated tax reductions for the 
little fellow. The record shows that 
when the majority party took over, indi
vidual exemptions were $2,500. These 
exemptions were cut from $2,500 clear 
down to $500 or $600 and no -relief was 
given until the Republican Party was in 
power in the 80th Congress. Some re
lief was given at that time. 

There has been some discussion that 
if Members of Congress · are increasing 
their own salaries, then this legislation 
should be approved. Of course, I did 
not support legislation to increase Mem
bers' salaries. I did not think it was 
the thing to do especially at this time. 
I suggest that the thing for the Ways 
and Means Committee to do is to con
sider legislation to increase exemptions 
for individual taxpayers and let it be, 
considered on its merits, but do not bring 
legislation in in ' the form of a rider and 
make people think you are giving them 
a $20 handout that will not, if approved, 
take effect until 1956. Let me repeat, I 
am in favor of giving relief to the lower
income taxpayers, but let us do it in a 
straightforward manner and not handle 
it in this way. 

HOPKINS' FORMULA, 1955 MOD~ 

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr. Chairman, it 
appears that even confirmed New Deal
ers, and Fair Dealers now regard the 
notorious Harry Hopkins' philosophy of 
tax and tax, spend and spend, elect and 
elect as out-of-date. 

Perhaps it would be more accurate to 
say that they have discovered that this 
formula has its own law of diminishing 
political returns-at least the tax and 
tax portio:Q. of the formula. 

There is no evident decrease in the 
eagerness to spend and spend or in the 
zeal to elect and elect. But the maneu
ver of the House Democratic leader
ship-designed to secure a $20 per person 
Federal tax reduction-indicates a be
lated Democratic recognition that the 
tax and tax portion of the Hopkins' for
mula is no longer popular. 

The word "belated" is used advisedly, 
since Democratic tax policies in.creased 
average overall Federal taxes from 4 to 
24 percent in 20 years, without ever 
catching up with Democratic spending 
policies. 

Of course every effort is being made 
by the Democratic leadership, in con
nection with the latest maneuver, to 
picture themselves as advocates of tax 
relief for the little fellow and the Repub
licans as advocates of tax relief for the 
big fellow and the coupon clippers. This 
is demagogery which deliberately ignores 
the fact that the only tax relief which 
the Nation has had in the past 22 years 
came during the. Republican 80th Con
gress and under the Eisenhower-Repub
lican 83d Congress. It ignores the fact 
that this tax relief included incr-eases in 
personal exemptions voted by the Re
publican 80th Congress, and across-the
board ta.A relief voted by the Republican 
83d Congress. And it ignores the fact 
that the proposed $20 per person tax cut 
would reduce the aggregate tax yield 
from continuation of the corporation 
normal tax . and excise taxes-proposed 
in the administration bill-from $2,830,-
000,000 tc $737 million. 

In other words, without any proposals 
for reduced expenditures-and, indeed, 
with numerous proposals from both the 
administration and the Democrats for 
increased expenditures-the net effect of 
the Democratic proposal would be an 
increase in the deficit for the next full 
fiscal year of more than $2 billion. 
President Eisenhower and Secretary 
Humphrey were entirely correct in de
nouncing the proposal as fiscal irrespon
sibility-especially in view of the further 
inflationary effect of such a policy. 

I personally favor tax reductions-in
cluding reductions which would directly 
benefit the low-income bracket of Fed
eral taxpayers. But I do not believe such 
tax reductions are sound or valid-or 
beneficial to anyone, including .the low
income bracket--unless they are based 
on further sharp reductions in Federal 
spending and curtailment or outright 
Tejection of new Federal spending 
schemes. 

The Democratic maneuver is all the 
more objectionable because it was made 
even in advance of any major appropria
tions for the fiscal year 1955-56. 

Actually this maneuver out-Hopkins 
Hopkins in terms of political cynicism, 
economic unsoundness and fiscal irre
sponsibility. It amounts to the danger
ous proposal to recognize the growing 
public revolt against the tax and tax por
tion of the Hopkins formula and to sub
stitute the even more delusive proposal 
to borrow and borrow, spend and spend, 
elect and elect. 

That, in brief, is why I shall vote 
against the $20 per person tax cut at this 
time. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. Chairman, I support 
the motion of the gentleman from New 
York to strike from H. R. 4259 sections 
4 and 5 which provide the $20 credit for 
each personal exemption. 

This is the most arrant piece of po
litical shenanigans that I have wit
. nessed since I have been in the House. 
In the first place, it is a tax-reduction 
measure tacked onto a bill designed to 
give our Treasury much needed revenue. 
If it were subject to a point of order it 
would be thrown out as not germane. 

The provisions which the motion seeks 
to strike out were hastily added to the 
bill with no hearings whatever. Al
though they would cost the Treasury 
only about a billion dollars in fiscal 
1956, they would cost it two and one
third billion annually thereafter. There 
is no contention even on the part of the 
sponsors of this legislation that it em
bodies fiscal prudence. It is a perfectly 
barefaced handout in the· hope of win
ning support in the 1956 election. We 
already have an income tax sharply 
graduated against higher incomes and 
this new provision rejec.ts the whole 
structure of our present law and substi
tutes a new one. It is an attempt to 
embarrass President Eisenhower, who 
should in my opinion veto any such leg-

· islation if it passes. 
.I believe that the people of this coun

try are amply intelligent enough to see 
through this contemptible piece of chi
canery. Certainly they will realize that 
it disposes forever of the idea that the 
majority in the Congress intends to sup
port the President, as they boast of 

doing in the reciprocal trade legisla
tion. 

This measure, if it were to become 
'law, would take 5 million taxpayers o:ti 
the tax rolls. With the Federal budget 
still far out of balance and the country 
in danger as never before, I can see no 
reason why 5 million people should be 
exempted from the necessity of paying 
any income taxes. The insincerity of 
this $20 exemption is further evidenced 
by the fact that it is not to take effect 
until next January when the fiscal posi
tion of the country cannot possibly be 
seen so far ahead. 

If a measure of this kind were. sin
cei·ely believed to be salutary and justi
fied it would have been offered to take 
effect at once. 

I hope that the Reed amendment will 
be adopted and sections 4 and 5 of the 
bill stricken. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise to attempt to set the record 
straight because I am of the opinion that 
my esteemed friend from Minnesota 
[Mr. JUDD] left what I consider the 
wrong impression. He stated . and I 
quote: 

All this country was ever able to attain 
under the Democrats was 64 million em
ployed and war. 

To me that seemed to indicate that 
the gentleman from Minnesota was try
ing to leave the impression that the 
Democratic !'arty was a war party. 

I wonder if the gentleman thinks we 
·should not have engaged in World War 
I. The Kaiser had set out to conquer 
the world, and in the interest of freedom, 
he had to· be stopped. We had no choice 
but to enter that conflict. I do not be
lieve that the gentleman believes that 
we could or would have stayed out of 
World War I had the Republicans been 
in power. Democratic and Republican 
boys fought and died side by side to win 
that war. Men and -.vomen of both po
litical faiths worked on our farms and 
in our defense plants to make victory 
possible. 

Likewise with World War II, when the 
Japanese bombed Pearl Harbor and sank 
our fleet, rhould we have declared war 
or waited for Japan to take Seattle, San 
Francisco, Oakland, and Los Angeles? 
Again we had no choice. Republicans 
and Democrats alike voted to declare 
war and again our sons fought side by 
side to win the conflict. 

When the Communists began their 
aggression in Korea, President Truman's 
action was approved over the length and 
breadth of this country, not only by 
Democrats, but by Republicans as well. 
In fact, the approval of the action taken 
in the Korea situation received almost 
unanimous approval. So history causes 
the inference of the gentleman from 
.Minnesota to fall fiat of its own weight. 

All we are seeking to do here today is 
to give a little tax relief to the average 
American citizen and we are seeking to 
give it directly to those citizens who 

·need it the most. That is good old 
Democratic philosophy as old as Thomas 
Jefferson, himself. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. Chairman, when the 
tax revision legislation was before the 
House of Representatives in March of 
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1954, I publicly said that I had grave 

·doubts about the wisdom and prudence 
of a tax cut of any kind at that time. 
But, I added, that since the Administra
tion had decided it could afford a tax cut, 
it was my conviction that this relief 
should be given to wage earners, to sal
ary earners, and to persons who earn 
their living through professional fees 
and commissions. 

Instead the administration gave the 
cut to dividend earners and to corpora
tions. 

The $20 tax cut proposed today will 
give relief to this neglected element of 
our population, and in this way will make 
more equitable the tax cutting program 
which was started by the Eisenhower 
administration in 1954. 

It is important to remember that this 
particular measure will cost much less 
than the relief extended to dividend 
earners and to corporations. 

And besides, the money saved by the 
people who are to get this relief is more 
likely to find its way quickly into the 
e.conomic lifestream of this country than 
the money, in the form of tax relief 
given to dividend earners and corpora
tions. 

This is a fair thing to do. I shall vote 
for it. 

THE AUTOMOBILE IS NOT A LUXURY 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, it is 
most discouraging to me as the Repre
sentative from an important industrial 
area of our country to have to address 
this House on every occasion of con
sideration of the excise provisions.of our 
tax bill to plead the case for the auto
mobile industry. This discouragement 
stems from the futility with which my 
efforts to ellicit effective response from 
my colleagues has been met. Be that as 
it may, I shall not let pass an opportunity 
to remind the members of this body of 
the rank injustice that is being perpe
·trated upon a very large segment of the 
American people. This is multiple taxa
tion at its very worst. 

I need not belabor you, gentlemen, with 
a long list of statistical information to 
impress you with the merits of our great 
automobile industry-their record is in
delibly imprinted on the scroll of our 
Nation's achievements for all the world 
to read. A mighty tribute to the indus
try of our great people. In its own right, 
the automobile industry represents the 
largest single corporative enterprise in 
the world and the progenitor of several 
others. Another distinction unparalleled 
anywhere else in the world. The welfare 
of this industry is directly reflected in 
our variated channels of commerce and 
industry. To handicap it is to manacle a 
large segment of our economy. This, I 
feel certain, is not the intention of this 
legislative body. 

Directing your attention to the legis
lative reasoning which is responsible for 
bringing the automobile within the pur
view of this law it will be found that 
it is included in a long list of so-called 
luxury items. This is a bare myth not 
worthy of lengthy discussion or argu
mentation. The common utility of the 
automobile is an established fact and no 
form of legislative hocus-pocus will 
change it into a luxury. And what are 
we doing to the working public that so 

heavily depends upon auto transporta
tion? I will tell you what we are doing: 
We are demonstrating to the American 
taxpayer that once we reach into his 
pocket and find the "pickins" easy that 
we will not let go. Let us put an end to 
such unfair taxation, let us accept the 
plain facts of the case judiciously and 
return to the American public a tax bill 
that reflects his will rather than the ex
pediency of our policymakers. 

I know this is a closed rule and that 
my speaking here will not alter the in
equities of this bill as regards the auto
mobile, but I feel it my duty to remind 
my colleagues of the antiquity of some of 
our legislative reasoning. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the preferential motion offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HoFF
MAN]. 

The preferential motion was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York [Mr. REED]. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand tellers on the vote on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
New York. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. REED of New 
York and Mr. COOPER. 

The Committee divided; and the tell
ers reported that there were-ayes 192, 
noes 197. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

Committee rises. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. PRIEST, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 4259) to provide a 1-year exten
sion of the existing corporate normal-tax 
rate and of certain existing excise-tax 
rates, and to provide a $20 credit against 
the individual income tax for each per
sonal exemption, pursuant to House reso
lution 153, reported the bill back to the 
House. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read 
the third time. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op
posed to the bill? 

Mr. REED of New York. I am, Mr. 
Speaker, definitely. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman qual
ifies, definitely. 

The Clerk will report the motion to 
recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. REED of New York moves to recommit 

the bill, H. R. 4259, to the Committee on 
Ways and Means with instructions to report 
the bill forthwith with the following amend
ment: 

Strike out all after line 17, page 4, of the 
bill. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the motion to 
1·ecommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion to recommit. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, on that 
motion I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 205, nays 210, answered 
"present" 1, not voting 18, as follows: 

[Roll No. 15] 

Abbitt 
Adair 
Alger 
Allen, Calif. 
Allen, Ill. 
Andersen, 

H. Carl 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Arends 
Auchincloss 
Ayres 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Bass, N.H. 
Bates 
Baumhart 
Beamer 
Becker 
Belcher 
Bennett, Fla. 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bentley 
Berry 
Betts 
Bolton 

Frances P. 
Bosch 
Bow 
Bray 
Brown, Ohio 
Brownson 
Broyhill 
Budge 
Burdick 
Bush 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Canfield 
Carrigg 
Cederberg 
Chase 
Chatham 
Chenoweth 
Chiperfield 
Church 
Clevenger 
Cole 
Colmer 
Coon 
Corbett 
Coudert 
cramer 
Cretella 
Crumpacker 
Cunningham 
curtis, Mass. 
Curtis, Mo. 

· Dague 
Davis, Wis . 
Dawson, Utah 
Derounian 
Devereux 
Dies 
Dixon 
Dolliver 
Dondero 
Dorn, N.Y. 
Ellsworth 
Fenton 
Fisher 

Abernethy 
Addonizio 
Albert 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Anfuso 
Ashley 
Ashmore 
Aspinall 
Bailey 
Barden 
Barrett 
Bass, Tenn. 
Bell 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bonner 
Bowler 
Boykin 

YEA8-205 
Fjare Minshall 
Ford Morano 
Frelinghuysen Mumma 
Gamble Nelson 
Gary Nicholson 
Gavin O'Hara, Minn. 
Gentry O 'Konski 
George Osmers 
Gross Ostertag 
Gubser Patterson 
Gwinn Pelly 
Ha le Phillips 
Halleck Poff 
Hand Prouty 
Harden Ray 
Hardy Reece, Tenn. 
HarrisOn, Nebr. Reed, Ill. 
Harrison, Va. Reed, N. Y. 
Harvey Rees, Kans. 
Henderson Rhodes, Ariz. 
Heselton Riehlman 
Hess Robeson, Va. 
Hiestand Robsion, Ky. 
Hill Sadlak 
Hillings St. George 
Hoeven Saylor 
Hoffman, Ill. Schenck 
Hoffman, Mich. Scherer 
Holmes Schwengel 
Holt Scott 
Hope Scudder 
Horan Seely-Brown 
Hosmer Sheehan 
Hyde . Short 
Jackson Siler 
James Simpson, Ill. 
Jenkins Simpson, Pa. 
Jensen Smith, Kans. 
Johansen Smith, Miss. 
Johnson, Calif. Smith, Va. 
Jonas Springer 
Jones, N.C. Taber 
Judd Talle 
Kean Taylor 
Kearney Teague, Calif. 
Kearns Thompson, 
Keating Mich. 
Kilburn Thomson, Wyo. 

. K ing, Pa. Tollefson 
Knox Tuck 
Krueger Utt 
Laird Van Pelt 
Latham VanZandt 
LeCompte Velde 
Lipscomb Vorys 
Lovre Vursell 
McConnell Wainright 
McCulloch Weaver 
McDonough Westland 
Mcintire Wharton 
McVey Widnall 
Mack, Wash. Wigglesworth 
Mailliard Williams, N.Y. 
Marshall Wilson, Calif. 
Martin Wilson, Ind. 
Meader Withrow 
Merrow Wolcott 
Miller, Md. Wolverton 
Miller, Nebr. Younger 
Miller, N.Y. 

NAY8-:-210 
Boyle 
Brooks, La. 
Brooks, Tex. 
Brown, Ga. 
Buchanan 
Burleson 
Burnside 
Byrd 
Byrne, Pa. 
Cannon 
Carlyle 
Carnahan 
Celler 
Chelf 
Christopher 
Chudotr 
Clark 
Cooley 
Cooper 
Davidson 
Davis, Ga. 

Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson, Ill. 
Deane 
Delaney 
Dempsey 
Denton 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dodd 
Dollinger 
Donohue 
Donovan 
Dorn, S.C. 
Dowdy 
Doyle 
Durham 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Evins 
Fallon 
Fascell 
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Feighan -Knutson Rabaut 
Fernandez Landrum Radwan 
Fine Lane Rains 
Fino Lanham Reuss 
Flood Lankford Rhodes, Pa. 
Flynt Lesinski Riley 
Fogarty Long Rivers 
Forand McCarthy Roberts 
Forrester McCormack Rodino 
Fountain McDowell Rogers, C'olo. 
Frazier McMillan Rogers, Fla. 
Friedel Macdonald Rogers, Mass. 
Fulton Machrowicz Rogers, Tex. 
Garmatz Mack, Ill. Rooney 
Gordon Madden Roosevelt 
Granahan Magnuson Rutherford 
Grant Mahon Selden 
Gray Matthews Sheppard 
Green, Oreg. Metcalf Shuford 
Green, Pa. Miller, Calif. Sieminski 
Gregory Mills Sikes 
Griffiths Mollohan Sisk 
Hagen Morgan Staggers 
Haley Morrison Steed 
Harris Moss Sullivan 
Hays, Ark. Moulder Teague, Tex. 
Hays, Ohio Multer Thomas 
Hayworth Murray, Ill. Thompson, La. 
Hebert Murray, Tenn. Thompson, N . J. 
Herlong Natcher Thompson, Tex. 
Holifield Norrell Thornberry 
Holtzman O'Brien, Ill. Trimble 
Huddleston O'Brien, N.Y. TUmulty 
Hull O'Hara, Ill. Udall 
Ikard - O'Neill Vanik 
Jarman Passman Vinson 
Jennings Patman Walter 
Johnson, Wis. Perkins Watts 
Jones, Ala. Pfost ~~i~~;~ham 
Jones, Mo. Philbin 
Karsten Pilcher Wier 
Kelley, Pa. Pillion Williams, Miss. 
Kelly, N.Y. Poage Williams, N.J. 
Keogh Polk Willis 
Kilday Powell Winstead 
Kilgore Preston Wright 
King, C'alif. Price Yates 
Klein Priest Zablocki 
Kluczynski Quigley Zelenka 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 
Gathings 

NOT VOTING-18 

Avery 
Blitch 
Bolton, 

Oliver P. 
Buckley 
Eberharter 
Engle 

Hinshaw 
Kee 
Kirwan 
McGregor 
Mason 
Norblad 
Richards 

Scrivner 
Shelley 
Smith, Wis. 
Spence 
Young 

so the motion to recommit was re
jected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Smith of Wisconsin for, with Mr. 

Kirwan against. 
Mr. Mason for, with Mr. Buckley against. 
Mr. Gathings for, with Mr. Eberharter 

against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Engel with Mr. Oliver P. Bolton. 
Mr. Shelley with Mr. McGregor. 
Mrs. Blitch with Mr. Norblact. 
Mrs. Kee with Mr. Hinshaw. 
Mr. Richards with Mr. Scrivner. 
Mr. Spence with Mr. Young. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHER changed his vote 
from "yea" to "nay.' 

Mr. O'KONSKI changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a live pair with the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, Mr. EBERHARTER, who is in 
the hospital. If he were present he 
would vote "nay.'' I voted "yea." I 
withdraw my vote and vote "present." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

Mr. COOPER, Mr. MARTIN, and Mr. 
REED of New York demandeC. the yeas 
and nays. 

:The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were-yeas 242, nays 175, not voting 17, 
as fol1ows: 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Addonizio 
Albert 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Anfuso 
Ashley 
Ashmore 
Aspinall 
Bailey 
Baker 
Barden 
Barrett 
Bass, Tenn. 
Bell 
Bennett, Mich. 
Blatnik 
Blitch 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bonner 
Bowler 
Boy kin 
Boyle 
Bray 
Brooks, La. 
Brooks, Tex. 
Brown, Ga. 
Buchanan 
Burleson 
Burnside 

· Byrd 
Byrne, Pa. 
Cannon 
Carlyle 
Carnahan 
Celler 
Chatham 
Chelf 
Christopher 
Chudoff 
Clark 
Colmer 
Cooley 
Cooper 
Corbett 
Cunningham 
Davidson 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson, Ill. 
Deane 
Delaney 
Dempsey 
Denton 
Dies 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dodd 
Dollinger 
Dolliver 
Donohue 
Donovan 
Dorn, S.C. 
Dowdy 
Doyle 
Durham 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Evins 
Fallon 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Fernandez 
Fine 
Fino 
Fisher 
Flood 
Flynt 

Adair 
Alger 
Allen, Calif. 
Allen, Ill. 
Andersen, 

H. Carl 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Arends 
Auchincloss 
Ayres 
Baldwin 
Bass, N.H. 
Bates 
Baumhart 
Beamer 
Becker 

[Roll No. 16} 

YEAS-242 
Fogarty 
Forand 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Frazier 
Friedel 
Fulton 
Garmatz 
Gary 
Gathings 
Gordon 
Granahan 
Grant 
Gray 
Green, Oreg. 
Green, Pa. 
Gregory 
G'riffiths 
Gross 
Hagen 
Haley 
Hardy 
Harris 
Harrison, Va. 
Hays, Ark. 
Hays, Ohio 
Hayworth 
Hebert 
Herlong 
Holifield 
Holtzman 
Huddleston 
Hull 
Ikard 
Jarman 
Jennings 
Johnson, Wis. 
Jones, Ala. 
Jones. Mo. 
Jones, N.C. 
Karsten 
Kelley, Pa. 
Kelly, N.Y. 
Keogh 
Kilday 
Kilgore 
King, Calif. 
Klein 
Kluczynski 
Knox 
Knutson 
Landrum 
Lane 
Lanham 
Lankford 
LeCompte 
Lesinski 
Long 
McG'arthy 
McCormack 
McDowell 
McMillan 
Macdonald 
Machrowicz 
Mack, Ill. 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Mahon 
Marshall 
Matthews 
Metcalf 
Miller, Calif. 
Mills 
Mollohan 
Morgan 
Morrison 
Moss 
Moulder 
Multer 
Murray, Ill. 
Murray, Tenn. 

NAYS-175 

Belcher 
Bennett, Fla. 
Bentley 
Berry 
Betts 
Bolton, 

FrancesP. 
Bosch 
Bow 
Brown, Ohio 
Brownson 
Broyhill 
Budge 
Burdick 
Bush 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Canfield 

Natcher 
Norrell 
O'Brien, Ill. 
O'Brien, N.Y. 
O'Hara, Ill. 
O'Konski 
O'Neill 
Passman 
Patman 
Perkins 
Pfost 
Philbin 
Pilcher 
Pillion 
Poage 
Polk 
Powell 
Preston 
Price 
Priest 
Quigley 
Rabaut 
Radwan 
Rains 
Reuss 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Rhodes, Pa. 
Riley 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Robeson, Va. 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Mass. 
Rogers, Tex. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
Rutherford 
Saylor 
Schwengel 
Selden 
Sheehan 
Sheppard 
Shuford 
Sieminski 
Sikes 
Simpson, Ill. 
Sisk 
Smith, Miss. 
Smith, Va. 
Staggers 
Steed 
Sullivan 
Teague, Tex. 
Thomas 
Thompson, La. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thompson, Tex. 
Thornberry 
Trimble 
Tuck 
Tumulty 
Udall 
Vanik 
VanZandt 
Vinson 
Walter 
Watts 
Whitten 
Wickersham 
Wier 
Williams, Miss. 
Williams, N.J. 
Willis 
Winstead 
Wright 
Yates 
Zablocki 
Zelenka 

Carrigg 
Cederberg 
Chase 
Chenoweth 
Chiperfield 
Church 
Clevenger 
Cole 
Coon 
Coudert 
Cramer 
Cretella 
Crumpacker 
Curtis, Mass. 
Curtis, Mo. 
Dague 
Davis, Wis. 

Dawson, Utah Johnson, Calif. 
Derounian Jon as 
Devereux Judd 
Dixon Kean 
Dondero Kearney 
Dorn, N.Y. Kearns 
Ellsworth Keating 
Fenton Kilburn 
Fjare King, Pa .. 
Ford Krueger 
Frelingh uysen Lairtl 
Gamble Latham 
Gavin Lipscomb 
Gentry Lovre 
George McConnell 
Gubser McCulloch 
Gwinn McDonough 
Hale Mcintire 
Halleck McVey 
Hand Mack, Wash. 
Harden Mailliard 
Harrison, Nebr. Martin 
Harvey Meader 
Henderson Merrow 
Heselton Miller, Md. 
.Hess Miller, Nebr. 
Hiestand Miller, N. Y. 
Hill Minshall 
Hillings Morano 
Hoeven Mumma 
Hoffman, Ill. Nelson 
Hoffman, Mich. Nicholson 
Holmes O'Hara, Minn. 
Holt Osmers 
Hope Ostertag 
Horan Patterson 
Hosmer Pelly 
Hyde Phillips 
Jackson Poff 
James Prouty 

• Jenkins Ray 
Jensen Reece, Tenn. 
Johansen Reed, Ill. 

Reed, N.Y. 
Rees, Kans. 
Riehlman 
Robsion, Ky. 
Sadlak 
St. George . 
Schenck 
Scherer 
Scott 
Scudder 
Seely-Brown 
Short 
Siler 
Simpson, Pa. 
Smith, Kans. 
Springer 
Taber 
Talle 
Taylor 
Teague, Calif. 
Thompson, 

Mich. 
Thomson, Wyo. 
Tollefson 
Utt 
Van Pelt 
Vel de 
Vorys 
Vursell 
Wainwright 
Weaver 
Westland 
Wharton 
Widnall 
Wigglesworth 
Williams, N.Y. 
Wilson, Calif. 
Wilson, Ind. 
Withrow 
Wolcott 
Wolverton 
Younger 

NOT VOTING-17 
Avery Hinshaw 
Bolton, Kee 

Oliver P. Kirwan 
Buckley McGregor 
Eberharter Mason 
Engle Norblad 

So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced 

pairs: 
On this vote: 

Richards 
s~rivner 
Shelley 
Smith, Wis. 
Spence 
Young 

the following 

Mr. Kirwan for, with Mr. Smith of Wiscon
sin against. 

Mr. Buckley for, with Mr. Mason against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Shelley with Mr. Young. 
Mr. Engel with Mr. Hinshaw. 
Mr. Eberharter with Mr. Scrivner. 
Mr. Richards with Mr. Oliver P. Bolton. 
Mr. Spence with Mr. McGregor. 
Mrs. Kee with Mr. Norblad. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR NEXT 
WEEK 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, may I 

ask the majority leader what the pro
gram will be for next week? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
cannot say what will happen in connec
tion with the conference report on the 
pay raise bill in the other body. 

Aside from that the program for next 
week follows: 

On Monday there will be no business. 
On Tuesday there is a primary in Bal

timore and there will be no business. 
For Wednesday, Thursday, and Fri-

day, if the Rules Committee reports out 



2182 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE February 25 
rules on the bill H. R. 1573, which under
takes to repeal section 348 of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act, and House Joint 
Resolution 202 relating to an increase in 
FHA mortgage insurance on housing, 
those bills will be brought up. 

Any conference reports that may be 
available next week wi)l be brought up. 
The only one I know of is the one that is 
in the other branch at the present time. 

Mr. MARTIN. Has the gentleman 
been advised by anyone from the Appro
priations Committee as to when we may 
expect an appropriation bill to come be
fore the House? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Not definitely. 
Mr. MARTIN. Is there any in the 

near offing? · 
Mr. McCORMACK. I say this with 

reservations so that I might inquire for 
specific information: There is a likeli
hood of an appropriation bill coming in 
week after next, ·but I do not want to 
make that as a definite statement or as 
a commitment. 

Mr. MARTIN. I hope we may have an 
appropriation bill soon. Two months 
have now elapsed and not a single ap

. propriation bill has reached the floor. 
If we are going to have a recess we will 
have to get some of them moving. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I have no obser
vation to make in reply to the. gentle
man's remarks. 

ADJOURNMENT OVER 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that . when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet 
on Monday next. 
. The SPEAKER. :J:s there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

THE LATE CHARLES LABAN 
ABERNETHY 

and to the State. During the period of 
his service, he was instrumental in ob-· 
taining an appropriation for the erection 
of a handsome Federal building for his 
hometown of New Bern. He served for 
several years as a member of the Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries Committee 
and the Appropriations Committee of the 
House and worked tirelessly for the im
provement of North Carolina waterways 
and the fishing industry, both of which 
are so important to the residents of. 
eastern North Carolina. He was one of 
the first advocates of an inland waterway 
for North Carolina. 

The former Congressman was very ac
tive in veterans' affairs, and during his 
service in Congress, he not only strongly 
supported and worked for the passage 
of legislation for the benefit of the vet
erans, but he also handled successfully 
hundreds of individual veterans' claims 
through his office. 

During the 69th Congress, Represent
ative Abernethy introduced and obtained 
passage of a bill establishing a national 
military park at the battlefield of Moore's 
Creek, which is located in Pender 
County, N.C., and where one of the most 
significant battles of the Revolutionary 
War took place. Many thousands of 
people will mourn his passing. 

Mr. Abernethy was a past master of 
the Franklin Masonic Lodge at Beaufort, 
N. C., and was a member of the New 
Bern, N. C., Sudan Shrine Temple. He 
organized the Deems Bible Class at New 
Bern's Centenary Methodist Church, 
and was its teacher for a number of 
years. While in Congress, he commuted 
frequently from Washington to New 
Bern to conduct this class. He is sur
vived by ·his wife, Mrs. Minnie May 
Abernethy, one son, Charles L. Aber
nethy, Jr., two sisters, Mrs. Frances 
Hardenburg and Mrs. DOI~a Blount, and 
two brothers, Ivan B. Abernethy arid 
Benjamin Abernethy. Funeral services 
will be held today at Centenary Metho
dist Church, New Bern, N.C. 

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask Mr. Speaker, I will not attempt to re-
unanimous consent to address the House count the many valuable contributions 
and to extend my remarks. that he made to that district in the way 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection of service, and his activities for securing 
to the request of the gentleman from consideration for the people of that dis-
North Carolina? trict that they were entitled to. He was 

There was no objection. an active church worker. He was ac-
Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, it be- tive in the Democratic Party. He was 

comes my sad duty to announce th~ respected by the official family of North 
death of a former Member of this House, Carolina, and I am quite sure there are 
the Honorable Charles Laban Abernethy. many Members of this body who will 
Mr. Abernethy died at his home, Febru- join with me in mourning his passing. 
ary 23, 1955, after a long illness. He was Many of you knew him, and many of 
elected to the 68th Congress from the . you will recall the very fine contribution 
Third North Carolina Congressional Dis- that he made. 
trict and was re-elected to the five sue- Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
ceeding Congresses. He was a native from Massachusetts [Mr. McCoRMAcK]. 
North Carolinian, the son of a very out- Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
standing Methodist minister. He learned with deep regret of the death of 
studied law at the University of North our late friend. I remember him well. 
Carolina and began his practice in Beau- I served with him for several years. He 
fort, N.C. He served as district solicitor was a very hard-working Member of the 
of the fifth judicial district for a period House and one who served his district 
of 12 years ; moved to New Bern, N.C., in with ability and with devotion. He was 
1913 and continued his law practice until an outstanding . son of North Carolina 
he was elected to Congress in 1922. and a great American. I am glad to join 

Mr. Abernethy was a tireless worker, . with my friend, the gentleman from 
and rendered valuable service to the peo- North ~arolina, in these expressions of 
ple of the Third North Carolina District regard on his passing and to extend to his 

loved ones my profound sympathy in 
their great loss and sorrow. 

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
DURHAM]. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
deep regret that I learned of the death 
of former Congressman Abernethy. 
Many years ago his father, who was a 
Methodist minister, and an able ohe, 
moved to our city and educated his sons 
in the University of North Carolina. 
Still today in that city lives the widow of 
one of his brothers who was one of the 
most famous and most beloved physi
cians that the vicinity of North Caro
lina ever had the privilege of knowing. 
I have known the Abernethy fainily for 
some 45 years or more. They were very 
conscientious. They were people who 
were patriotic. They were devout peo
ple. He also has two sisters living here 
today in Washington. I extend to them 
and to the widow of Mr. Abernethy, who 
still lives in Chapel Hill, my deepest 
sympathies. 

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, living in 
the same town with Mr. Abernethy, hav
ing practiced at the same bar with him 
prior to his coming to Congress, I, of 
course, knew him well and knew his fam_. 
ily well. I extend to his family and 
friends my very sincere sympathy and 
my expressions of regret on his passing. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask ·unanimous consent 
that all Members of the House may have 
the privilege of extending their remarks, 
if they so desire, at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection t~ 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. BARDEN]? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CHATHAM. Mr. Speaker, the 

State of North Carolina has lost a fine 
citizen; his friends have suffered a great ·_' 
loss. God bless his family. 

AUTHORITY TO ACT DURING 
ADJOURNMENT OVER 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that notwith
standing the adjournment of the House 
until Monday next, the Clerk be author
ized to receive messages from the Senate 
and that the Speaker be authorized to 
sign any enrolled bins and joint resolu
tions duly passed by the two Houses and 
found truly enrolled. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

JOINT COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRA
TION AND NATIONALITY POLICY 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-· 

visions of title 8, section 1106 (a), United 
States Code, the Chair appoints as mem..,. 
bers of the Joint Committee on Immigra
tion and Nationality Policy, the follow
ing Members on the part of the House: 
Mr. CELLER, Mr. WALTER, Mr. FEIGHAN; 
Miss THOMPSON of Michigan, Mr. REED 
of Illinois. 



• 

1955 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 2183 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the RECORD, or to re-. 
vise and extend remarks was .granted to: 

Mr. FRIEDEL and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. DIGGS. 
Mr. PRIEST and to include extraneous 

matter. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. 
Mr. McCoRMACK and to include ex

traneous matter. 
Mr. GATHINGS and include letters and 

articles. 
Mr. BURDICK and include additional 

material. 
Mr. REED of New York in three 

instances. 
Mr. JoHNSON of California and include 

a speech. 
Mr. FoRD and include extraneous 

matter. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. McCORMICK. Mr. Speaker,· I 

move that the House do now ·adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

(at 2 o'clock and 39 minutes p. m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until Monday, February 28, ·1955, 
at 12 o'clock :i:10on. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause~ of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken froni the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

467. A letter from the Secretary ·of the 
Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation entitled "A bill to increase the an
nuities of certain retired civilian members 
of the teaching staffs of the United States 
Naval Academy and the United States Naval 
Postgraduate School"; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

468. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation entitled "A bill to provide for the 
examination preliminary to promotion of of
ficers of the naval service"; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clau:;e 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

. By Mr. ASPINALL (by request): 
H . R. 44:20. A bill to modify the basis for 

award of gratuitous national service life in
surance to a dependent parent; to the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

H . R . 4421. A bill to extend to certain per
sons an additional period in which to ob
tain national service life insurance under 
section 620 of the National Service Life In
surance Act of 1940; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

H . R . 4422. A bill to authorize the grant 
of insurance under section 621 of the Na
tional Service Life Insurance Act of 1940 on 
per,manent, as well as 5-year level premium 
term, plans; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

H . R. 4423 . A bill to provide continued na
tional service life insurance for certain vet
erans totally disabled in active military or 
naval service; to the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs. 

By Mr. BARTLETT: 
H. R. 4424. A bill to amend chapter 73 of 

title 18 of the United States Code (relating 

to obstruction of justice) so as to make c~r
tain provisions of that chapter apply to the 
District Court for the District of Alaska; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R . 4425. A bill providing for a prelimi- . 
nary flood-control and bank-stabilization ex
amination and survey in the Matanuska Val
ley, Alaska; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

By Mr. BUCKLEY: 
H. R . 4426. A bill to amend section 7 of 

the act approved September 22, · 1922, as 
amended; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. BYRD: 
H. R. 4427. A bill to provide tpat the pro-. 

visions of the Natural Gas Act shall not ap
ply to the sale of natural gas, as an incident 
of its production and gathering, by an in
dependent producer not engaged in the in-· 
terstate transmission of natural gas; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

H. R. 4428. A bill to promote the further 
development of public library service in 
rural areas; to the Committee on Educati01i 
and Labor. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H. R. 4429. A bill creating a Federal Com

missio-n to formulate plans for the construc
tion in the District of Columbia of a civic 
auditorium, including an Inaugural Hall of 
Presidents and a music, drama, fine arts , and 
mass communications center; to the Com
mittee on the District of Colu.mbia. 

H. R. 4430. A bill to amend and revise the 
laws relating to immigration, naturaiizatiori, 
nationality, and citizenship, and for other 
purposes: to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BLATNIK: 
H. R. 4431. A bill to amend and revise the 

laws relating to immigration •. naturalization, 
nationality, and citizenship, ~:~-nd for other· 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. DAVIDSON: 
H. R. 4432. A bill to amend and revise the 

laws relating to immigration, naturalization, 
nationality, and citizenship, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROOSEVELT: 
H. R. 4433. A bill to amend and revise the 

laws relating to immigration, naturalization, 
nationality, and citizenship, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. ZELENKO: 
H. R. 4434. A bill to amend and revise the 

laws relating to immigration, naturalization, 
nationality, and citizenship, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CHUDOFF: 
H. R. 4435. A bill providing relief against 

certain forms of discrimination in interstate 
transportation; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. DORN of South Carolina: 
H. R. 4436. A bill relating to the sale of 

water from the Clark Hill Reservoir to the 
city of McCormick, S. C.; to the Committee 
on Public Works. 

By Mrs. FARRINGTON: 
H . R. 4437. A bill relating to withholding 

for State employee retirement system pur
poses, on the compensation of certain civil
ian employees of the National "Guard and 
the Air National Guard; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

H. R. 4438. A bill to provide that the de
cennial census of agriculture shall include 
Hawaii; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. FINO: 
H. R. 4439. A bill to provide for the recog

nition by the Administrator of Veterans' 
Affairs of veterans of World War I of the 
U.S. A. in the presentation of claims under 
laws administered by the Veterans' Admin
istration; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. FORAND: 
H. R. ·4440. A bill to amend section 25 (b) 

(3) of the Internal Revenue Code so as to 
include dependents in the Republic of the 
Philippines; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon: 
H . R . 4441. A bill to amend section 14 (b) 

of the National Labor Relations Act so as 
to protect the rights. of employees and em
ployers, in industries affecting commerce, to 
enter into union-shop agreements; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

H. R. 4442. A bill to provide for emergency 
Federal financial assistance to the States and 
Territories in the construction of ·urgently 
needed public elementary and secondary 
school facilities, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. HOLTZMAN: 
H. R. 4443. A bill to reduce the premium 

· rates for FHA insurance on cooperative hous
ing to one-fourth of 1 percent; to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. · 

By Mr. JACKSON: 
H. R. 4444. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a partial 
tax credit for certain payments made to a 
public or private educational institution of 
higher education; to ~he Committee on Ways 
and Mean·s. 

By Mr. KEARNEY: 
H. R. 4445. A bill to liberalize the marriage 

requirements for compensation and pension 
purposes; to the Committee on Vete1·ans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MILLER of California: 
H. R. 4446. A bill to provide assistance to 

the States in the construction, moderniza
tion, additions, and/ or improvement of 
domiciliary or hospital buildings of State or 
Territorial operated s'oldiers• · homes by a. 
g·rant to subsidize in part the capital o'ut
lay· cost; to the Committee on Vete'rans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MOSS: 
H. R. 4447. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to construct, operate, and 
maintain as additions to the Central Valley 
project, California., the Trinity River divi
sion and the San Luis unit of the West San 
Joaquin division; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

H . R. 4448. A bill to amend the Migratory 
Bird Hunting Stamp Act of March 16, 1934 
(48 Stat. 451; 16 u~ S. C. 718), as amended; 
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. OSMERS: 
H . R. 4449. A bill to authorize the convey

ance of certain lands within Caven Point 
terminal and ammunition loading· pier, New 
Jersey, to the New Jersey Turnpike Author
ity; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. RAINS: 
H. R . 4450. A bill to provide benefits for 

members of the Reserve components of the 
Armed Forces who suffer disability or death 
from injury or disease incurred while en
gaged in active-duty or inactive-duty train
ing; to the Committee on Armed Services. 
. By Mr. ZELENKO: 

H. R . 4451. A bill to repeal section 462 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BALDWIN: 
H. J. Res. 235. Joint resolution to amend 

section 84 (a) (2) of title 28 of the United 
States Code; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. GROSS: 
H. J. Res. 236. Joint resolution providing 

that each member of the Armed Forces sent 
overseas shall be notified of the fact that, 
because of certain international agreements, 
he may be subject to the criminal jurisdic
tion of a foreign country without the safe
guards provided by the Constitution and 
laws of the United States; to the Committee 
on Armed Services . 
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By Mr. LANE: 

H. Res. 158. Resolution to authorize the 
Committee on the Judiciary to investigate 
and study monopolistic mergers in the tex· 
tile industry; to the Committee on Rules. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials 

were presented and referred as follows: 
By the SPEAKER : Memorial of the Legisla· 

ture of the State of New Mexi.co, memorializ· 
ing the President and the Congress of the 
United States concerning the urgent neces· 
sity to amend the Natural Gas Act; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com· 
merce. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. H. CARL ANDEREEN: 
H. R. 4452. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Pura 

Chaviano Martinez de Walter; to the Com· 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ASHLEY: 
H. R. 4453. A bill for the relief of Miss 

Zmirah Mittelman; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BAUMHART: 
H. R. 4454. A bill for the relief of Rosezella 

Marie Preston Curran; to the Committee on 
the Judtciary. 

By Mr. BELCHER: 
H. R. 4455. A bill for the relief of Christa 

Harkrader; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

By Mr. BROYHILL (by request): 
H. R. 4456. A bill for the relief of Cpl. 

Oscar H. Mash, Jr.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DAWSON of Utah: 
H. R. 4457. A bill for the relief of Jacob 

Fraim Zubli; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mrs. FARRINGTON: 
H. R. 4458. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Kazuko Kaneshiro; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 4459. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Hildegard Piberger Chun; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FINO: 
H. R. 4460. A bill for the relief of Nicolaos 

Theocharous Grammatikos; to the Commit· 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GWINN: 
H. R. 4461. A bill for the relief of Attilio 

Gabrielle; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MORANO: 

H. R. 4452. A bill for the relie:f of John 
Maurice Lamont; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. POWELL: 
H. R. 4463. A bill for the relief of Rosa 

Alaton Eskenazi; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. RILEY: 
H. R. 4464. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Kathryn H. Wallace; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. RIVERS: 
H. R. 4465. A bill to direct the Secretary 

of Agriculture to release on behalf of the 
United States conditions in two deeds con· 
veying certain submarginal lands to Clem· 
son Agricultural College of South Carolina 
so as to permit such college, subject to cer
t'3.in conditions, to sell, lease, or otherwise 
dispose of such lands; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. SHORT: 
H . R. 4466. A bill for the relief of Lois 0. 

Jennings; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New York: 
H. R. 4467. A bill for the relief of Elsie 

Kathleen Bucknell; to the Committee ov the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WILLIS: 
H. R. 4468. A bill for the relief of Marga

rethe Bock; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H. R. 4469. A bill for the relief of Maria da 
Conceicao Prentice; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, peti

tions and papers were laid on the Clerk's 
desk and referred as follows: 

122. By the SPEAKER: Petition of secre
tary-treasurer, Texas Associ~tion of Acci
dent and Health Underwriters, Austin, Tex., 
expressing opposition to the Federal reinsur
ance bills now before the Congress, known as. 
H. R. 3458 and S. 886; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

123. Also, petition of the chairman, Long 
Island Chapter, Knights of Columbus, Brook
lyn, N. Y., expressing support of the prin
ciples of the Bricker amendment to the Fed
eral Constitution; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

124. Also, petition of the chairman, Lithu· 
anian Community of Stamford, Stamford, 
Conn., expressing gratitude to the United 
States for its s~pport to the cause of inde· 
pendence of Lithuania, and her neighbors, 
Latvia and Estonia; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

125. Also, petition of the chairman, L!th· 
uanian Americans of Westfield, Westfield, 
Mass., expressing gratitude to the United 
States for' the support given Lithuania by 
refusing to recognize the unjust enslave
ment of the Republic of Lithuania, etc.; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. · 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Tax Relief Under H. R. 4300 

EXTENSION OF REM:ARKS 
OF 

HON. DANIEL A. REED 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 25, 1955 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
there has been a lot of talk to the effect 
that the Republican tax program of last 
year did practically nothing for lower 
bracket taxpayers, specifically those with 
incomes below $5,000. Let us put the 
record straight once and for all. 

In the first place these statements have 
referred only to the big tax-revision bill. 
This ignores the fact that the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 was only one part 
of the entire tax program and, from a 
revenue standpoint a relatively small 
part. The entire tax reduction provided 
last year amounted to $7.4 billion, of 
which the revision bill only accounted 
for $1.4 billion. 

The biggest single portion of the pro
gram was the across-the-board individ
ual income-tax reduction which went 
into effect a year ago last January. That 
reduction amounted to $3 billion. There 
are some who say that that reduction 
was provided for in a law enacted by a 
Democratic Congress. Of course, we all 
know that the actual reduction could 

never have been permitted to take effect 
unless tremendous expenditure reduc· 
tions had not been achieved by the Re
publican Party. The $3 billion reduction 
was• achieved by a tax cut in the rate of 
about 10 percent in the lower and middle 
income brackets and ranging down to a 
little over 1 percent in the upper brack
ets. About 31 percent of the tax relief 
in that bill went to individuals with ad
justed gross incomes of less than $5,000. 
It should be pointed out that this was 
approximately the same percentage by 
which these individuals had previously 
had their taxes increased. In other 
words, we went down almost exactly the 
way we had come up. 

Moreover, it should be recognized that 
this group with adjusted gross incomes of 
under $5,000 to whom 31 percent of the 
tax relief went, actually bear about 29 
percent of the total income tax burden. 
Therefore the percentage reduction in 
the below-$5,000 area represented an 
equitable distribution of the tax relief 
based upon the existing distribution of 
the income tax burden. 

In addition, the majority ignored the 
fact that we also provided $1 billion 
excise tax reduction on a wide variety of 
items including telephone calls, railroad 
tickets, _ladies' handbags, toilet articles, 
and so forth. Practically this entire re
duction benefited individuals, particu
larly the Nation's consumers. Moreover, 
I would like to point out that that par-

ticular tax reduction helped a class of 
people which the present Democratic 
$20 proposal ignores completely. The 
class which I am talking about is made 
up of those who pay no income taxes 
today because of low incomes, such. as 
those living on social security benefits 
and other small pensions. Excise tax 
cuts are the only way to lessen the tax 
burden on these people. 

Insofar as the tax revision bill is con-· 
cerned, about $800 million or more than 
half of its total reduction went to indi
viduals. It is not possible to make any 
accurate estimate of which classes of 
taxpayers received the most dollar bene
fit from this reduction. To say that 
those below $5,000 r·eceived little or no 
benefit is to completely distort the facts. 
Take one single provision, for · example, 
the retirement income credit involves a 
revenue loss of about $140 million, ap
proximately one-fifth of the entire indi
vidual tax reduction contained in the bill. 
This provision was so drawn that its 
benefits are concentrated almost en
tirely in the low income area. More 
liberal treatment of dependents, repre
senting another $80 million in tax bene
fits was also of material help to low in
come taxpayers. It . is my belief that 
individuals with adjusted gross incomes 
of $5,000 or less received approximately 
the same percentage of tax benefits as 
their present share of the tax burden 
bears to the total income tax. 
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World Government 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. USHER L. BURDICK 
OF NORTH DAKOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February ·25, 1955 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker, 2 years 
ago there was much propaganda afloat 
in this country advocating a world gov
ernment of which the United States is 
to be merely one of the states, surren
dering its national sovereignty to the 
overall organization. That idea was ap-

• parently rejected by the people of the 
United States, and for a time the propa
ganda died out. Since January of this 
year, however, it has been revived and is 
now going full bast. 

This is the most important issue be
fore the American people today. The 
question is: Shall the United States give 
up its national sovereignty and become 
only a member of a world government? 

Some of the people in high places 
startle us with their statements. Owen 
J. Roberts, former member of the Su
preme Court of the United States is 
quoted as saying: "National sovereignty 
is a silly shibboleth." Justice Roberts is 
president of the Atlantic Union Com
mittee. How he could hold up his right 
hand and swear to defend and protect 
the Constitution of the United States 
against all enemies, foreign · and domes
tic, · and then head a committee seeking 
to build a world government which 
would eliminate our own sovereignty is 
hard to understand. 

Here is the text of the resolution in
troduced in the Senate on February 9 
of this year: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That the President 
is requested to invite the democracies which 
sponsored the North Atlantic Treaty to 
name delegates, representing their princi
pal political parties, to meet this year with 
delegates of the United States in a Federal 
convention to explore how far their peoples, 
and the peoples of such other democracies 
as the convention may invite to send dele
gates, can apply among them, within the 
framework of the United Nations, the prin
ciples of free federal union. 

Here again is . the knockout blow 
against the Constitution: 

This called meeting for next year • • • is 
to explore the possibility of relinquishing 
our sovereignty. 

How can we support the Constitution 
and defend it against all enemies, for
eign and domestic, if we are to contem
plate relinquishing our sovereignty? 
The author of this resolution in the 
Senate just got through swearing to de
fend our Constitution, and in the next 
breadth he proposes the possibility of 
surrendering it. This last resolution 
does not propose to surrender our sov
ereignty, but proposes the possibility of 
doing so. It is a new coat of sugar
but the same doughnut. 

It is a curious fact that Rhodes 
scholars are quite generally in line with 
the philosophy of world government, 
not all, however. I wondered . why and 
looked into the matter. Here is the an-

nounced purpose of this school. From 
the American Oxonian, the o:fli.cial pub
lication of the Association for American · 
Rhodes Scholars, January 1945, we read: 

This is not an educational endowment as 
ordinarily understood. Its purpose is not to 
give anyone an education he could not 
otherwise afford; not to promote learning; 
but to encourage in the rising generation 
* * * a particular outlook on problems of 
the world: To give them in fact a political 
bias. 

And a booklet issued by the Chicago 
Tribune in 1951 says: 

Rhodes scholarships were established for 
the primary purpose of instilling political 
bias in the minds of young Americans in 
favor of world federation, involving the sur
render of American sovereignty. 

I would be unalterably opposed to the 
appointment of John Marshall Harlan 
as a member of the Supreme Cou1·t, be
cause he is a Rhodes scholar and if in
doctrinated with the philosophy above 
quoted, I would not be sure he would 
support and defend the Constitution of 
the United States if it conflicted with 
the Charter. of the United Nations. 
Some members of the Supreme Court 
have taken this position already, and I 
refer to the steel-seizure case under the 
Truman administration. We already 
have on the Supreme Court Justice Wil
liam 0. Douglas, who is a vice president 
of the United World FederaUsts. In a 
recent test case before that body it . is 
reported that the vote was a tie, 4 to 4, 
on the question of which is the supreme 
law of the land-the United States Con
stitution or the United Nations Charter. 

Judge Harlan, if appointed, might 
turn ·against the doctrine of his own 
school, but the chances are that he would 
not. We cannot afford to take chances 
on a matter as important as this. 

Brotherhood Week 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CHARLES C. DIGGS, JR. 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 25, 1955 

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, we are all 
aware, I am sure, of the fact that we are 
now in the midst of an annual observance 
of Brotherhood Week. America has a 
great .number of observances during the 
year commemorating occasions, person
ages, and ideals-all of which have a 
special significance in their link to cer
tain basic principles inherent in our 
democratic form of government and our 
concepts concerning man and his 
human rights. In these many observ
ances, I think it well that we be reminded 
that Brotherhood Week, in the essential 
meaning of the observance and without 
regard to point of time in which the cele
bration was established, is the basic 
premise from which all of these observ
ances stem. Brotherhood Week embod
ies the very roots of our religious faith 
and the very roots of the faith upon 
which our Nation was founded. 

Whatever our religious creed, .we who 
are Christians hold the common faith 
that the one Father made of one blood 
all the races of the world; that funda
mentally all men are brothers. What
ever our political party a:fli.liations, we 
who are American philosophically-in 
truth-hold the common faith that all 
men are created equal and are endowed 
by their Creator with certain inalienable 
rights, among which are life, liberty, 
and the pursuit of happiness. Brother
hood Week is not then an observance 
pointing up the human rights of any 
particular people; rather ·it is an observ
ance meant to keep in the fore of all 
men's mind that our basic religious and 
democratic tenets are the protection to 
your human rights, to my human rights, 
and to the human rights of all the peo
ples of the world who hold our common 
faith. 

Human rights was the underlying 
issue behind extension of the universal 
military program, which involves the 
sons of all races, colors, creeds; human 
rights was the issue behind the Formosa 
resolution, involving protection of rights 
of our Nation and of brother nations. 
The right to life and the pursuit of hap
piness, through promotion of general 
welfare-as set forth in the opening of 
our Constitution-is the issue behind our 
concern in the economic well-being of 
our Federal . workers and our Nation·s· 
workers in general. 

"Your faith shall be known by your 
works"-if as an individual, regardless 
of race, creed, or national origin, we truly 
believe that we hold inalienable rights to 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi
ness; if as an individual, we truly believe 
that through one God in whom we live 
and move and have our being, we, having 
a spark of His divine nature, have dig
nity and stature before all men, it must 
follow that all men have such equal 
rights. and stature and- to uphold and 
promote our individual human rights, we 
must uphold and promote the human 
rights of all men. 

Brotherhood week is not a time to be 
viewed with lightness . . It is a time for 
rededication to democratic principles 
and, above all, a time of rededication to 
the principles of our Christian faith. I 

1 c·all it to your attention, urging its prac
tice, not for a week, but for each day 
of daily life, knowing that in its prin
ciples is the hope and salvation of this 
world in which we live. 

Willis W. Bradley: Naval Officer and 
Statesman 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CLARK W. THOMPSON 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 25, 1955 

Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. Mr. Speak
er, the splendid eulogies on our late col
league, the Honorable Willis W. Bradley, 
of California, so far published portray 
not only a 1·ich personality but also a 
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career notable for its record of-construc
tive achievements. Of his many impor
tant contributions none are of more last
ing value than those for the Panama 
Canal while he was a Member of Con
gress, 1947-49. These merit special em
phasis. 

At the time he was elected to the 80th 
Congress Captain Bradley had just com- 
pleted a long and distinguished career 
as a line officer of the Navy with early 
specialization in ordnance engineering. 
In later years, he had important admin
istrative assignments, served as Gover
nor of Guam, held responsible positions 
afloat, and navigated in many parts of 
the world. This background of experi
ence combined to qualify him eminently 
for leadership in the 80th Congress, in 
which he was assigned to the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. On 
that assignment he quickly became a 
recognized ·authority on interoceanic ca-

and helped to start the investigation 
along- a path that overcame obstacles. · 
- Captain Bradley made two notable ad- · 

dresses on the Isthmian question. The 
first, delivered on April 19, 1948, before 
the Cosmos Club, of Washington, is en
titled ' 'What of the Panama Canal?" · 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 94, part 
10, page A2449. The second, made on 
February 24, 1949, before the Engineers 
Club of Washington, is entitled "The 
Whys of the Panama Canal," CoN:GRES
SIONAL RECORD, VOlume 95, part 12, page . 
A1303. 
· These two addresses are among the 

finest pronouncements on the canal 
question in the records of the Congress. 
As such, they are must reading for all 
who wish to go deeply into the canal sub
Ject, and are especially commended for 
study by the committees of the Congress: 

nal problems, for which he had been 
prepared by a lifetime of naval ·experi- Benefits to Little Taxpayers by Republican 
ence and years of study of the Isthmian- Tax Revision 
problem. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. DANIEL A. REED 
OF NEW YORK 

When the question of the sea-level 
project for the Panama Canal was pre
sented to the Congress in 1947, his defi
nite views, vigorously expressed, served 
to prevent hasty action. Thus, the com
mittees of the Congress were able to 
delve more deeply into that controversial IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

proposal and its far-reaching .implica- Friday, February 25, 1955 . 

tions. Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
On that committee one of his ablest by eliminating wasteful, duplicating 

colleagues was the late Representative spending, the Republican 83d Congress, 
Schuyler Otis Bland, of Virginia, who with the backing of the Republican ad- . 
was then the senior minority member 
of the committee and its former chair- ministration, has made possible the larg-

est tax reduction in the history of the 
man. He and Captain Bradley recog- world. Since we took over as majority 
nized each other's great abilities and party in Congress in 1953, the tax sav
formed an effective team, particularly as ings to the American farmers, con
to canal matters. sumers, and businessmen have been at 

When leaving the Congress in 1949. the rate of $7.4 billion per year. 
Captain Bradley passed on to Judge Today; however, I would like to talk 
Bland and others the results of his canal not about the great accomplishment of 
studies. Thus, the 81st Congress, under the Republicans in the field of tax re
the guidance of Judge Bland, who then duction, but about what we have done 
resumed his chairmanship of the Com-_ in the field of tax revision. 
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish- The bill which I introduced and which 
eries, was able to carry on its work on the the President signed on August 16, 1954, 
Panama Canal without discontinuity. is the most monumental legislative un
As the member of that committ~e desig- dertaking ever attempted in any legis
nat_ed by Judge Bland to be chairman of lature anywhere in the world 
a special subcommittee to investigate the \ This 900-page Republican law cuts 
operations o~ t:t;te Pan~~a Canal, I w~s away the overlapping, unfair, and useless 
one of the prmCipal reCipients of Captam provisions of the Internal Revenue Code 
Bradley's teachings. We had many con- which had grown up piecemeal under 
sultations. _ successive Democratic Congresses. It 

The highlight of these was a presenta- corrects countless inequities which had· 
tion on the subject of the Panama Canal been permitted to work against some of 
in the Navy Department, arranged at the the most deserving groups of our tax
suggestion of Captain Bradley by the payers, such as farmers, retired old pea
Secretary of the Navy. By means of pie, widows, widowers, working mothers, 
canal operational exhibits and terrain and those burdened with high medical 
models, Captain Bradley explained the expenses. And it closes innumerable 
problems of ship transit and what is re- loopholes in the old tax laws under 
quired for their solution. A distin- which unscrupulous taxpayers were able 
guished engineer with Panama Canal ex- to avoid their fair share of tax burden. 
perience, who was also present, described Work on this bill started in 1951 when, 
the principal engineering questions, in anticipation of a Republican victory 
which are fundamental in its considera- in 1952, I instructed my staff to prepare 
tion. a questionnaire to be sent out to repre-

The lessons derived from those par- sentative farmers, consumers, workers, 
ticular discussions were of immeasurable and ·businessmen, asking them for their 
value to the subcommittee. They helped suggestions as to how our tax laws 
to clarify much of the fog of confusion could be improved. The response was 
that has featured so much canal debates, astounding. Over 15,000 taxpayer sug-

gestions for improvements in the In
ternal Revenue Code were received. In 
addition, groups of leading tax experts 
throughout the country were organized 
to study specific problem areas in our 
Federal tax structure. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
conducted public hearings on 40 differ
ent topics of major importance in con
nection with general tax revision. In the 
course of these hearings the committee 
heard testimony from over 500 wit
nesses. The committee and its staff 
then gave intensive consideration and 
study to the vast material which it had · 
thus obtained. President Eisenhower 
and the staff in the Treasury Depart
ment endorsed this great task. In fact, 
the President has referred to it as the 
cornerstone of his legislative program. 
It has been estimated that over 500,000 
man:..hours have been spent on the bill. 

Of course, I cannot summarize, today, 
the over 3,000 independent tax-law 
changes which the bill makes in our 
tax laws. I would like to give you just 
a few examples of the kind of thing that 
it does. 
_ First, _ it permits. a parent to take a 
$600 deduction for a child whom he sup
ports, if the child is under 19, or is at
tending school, or is receiving on-the
farm training, or is going to college, re
gardless of the child's earnings. Num
ber of taxpayers benefited, 1,300,000. 
Saving to these taxpayers, $85 million. 

Second, it peFmits farmers to deduct 
up to 25 percent of farm income for soil 
and water conservation. Number of 
farmers benefited, 5oo.ooo. Saving to 
these farmers, $10 million. In addition, 
farmers are benefi,ted by provisions 
which permit more rapid writeoff of the 
expense of farm machinery equipment 
and construction and which remove the 
tax on the sale of diseased cattle. 

Third, retired persons 65 or over will 
be exempt on all retirement income up to 
$1,200, with tax saving up to $240 per 
person. In addition, of course, to their 
personal exemptions. Over one and 
one-half million of our retired school
teachers, firemen, policemen, and civil 
servants and other senior citizens will be 
benefited by this provision. Tax saving 
to them, $141 million. 

Fourth, under the bill medical ex
penses can be deducted when they .exceed 
3 percent of income, instead of 5 percent 
as under prior law. Thus under the 
new tax bill a family with $3,000 of gross 
income, and medical expenses of $150, 
will be able to deduct $60. The same 
family would ·not be able to deduct any
thing under the old law. In addition, 
the bill doubles the present maximum 
limit on the amount that can be deducted 
for medical expenses. Eight and one
half million taxpayers will be saved $80 
million by this provision. 

Fifth, the bill gives working widows, 
widowers, and mothers ·a- tax deduction 
of up to ·_ $600 for child care -expense. 
Two and one-tenth million taxpayers in 
the low-income group will save $130 mil
lion as a result of this provision. 

Sixth, the bill exempts all death bene
fits up to $5,000 paid by an employer to 
the widow or other beneficiary of the 
employee. 
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Seventh, the bill ·gives some relief from 

the double taxation of dividend -income. 
It does this by excluding from the tax
payer's income the first $50 in dividends . . 
A 4-percent credit on the amount of 
dividend income over $50 is allowed. 
This is an election year and the Demo- . 
era ts have seized on this provision in an 
attempt to claim that it is designed to 
benefit the rich. They neglect to point 
out that among Americans who own: 
stock are 2,130,000 housewives; 20,000 
sailors, soldiers, and marines; 210,000 
semiskilled workers·, 320,000 farmers, 
410,000 factory workers, 590,000 clerical 
workers, 250,000 small shopkeepers, and 
2.00,000 salesmen. 

Of the 4,750,000 families who own 
stock in public corporations those with 
income of $5,000 a year or less own &bout 
one-third of the stock. These include 
200,000 families with incomes of $2,000 -
or less. 

The Democrats neglect to point out 
that even under the new tax bill the total 
income tax on the single man who has 
wages of $3,000 per year would be $300. 
If the same man had made this amount · 
of money in a corporation and had re
ceived it in dividends instead of wages . 
the total income tax paid thereon would · 
have been $1,568. 

The Democrats also neglect· to point 
out that almost all civilized countries 
provide relief from the double taxation 
of dividends far greater than that in the · 
new law. Canada, for example, provides · 
a -20-percent tax credit for dividend in- · 
come-five times the credit in the new · 
bill. Incidentally, one· of the results of 
this Canadian tax credit is that new cap
ital has been flowing into Canada at a 
tremendous rate, creating jobs in that 
country which otherwise might have 
been made available in the United 
States. 

In addition to these benefits; the new 
law will save taxpayers $25 million in . 
increased allowable deductions for char
itable contributions; $10 million in de
ductions for interest on credit purchases 
and $10 million in more equitable taxa
tion of pensions and annuities. 

In addition to removing countless in
equities in the taxation of individuals, 
the new Republican tax bill removes tax 
shackles which have impeded the growth 
of our economy. Thus, the bill will per
mit the more liberal .writeoff of the cost 
of new equipment through the deprecia
tion allowance. For example, in the 
first year of life of the new equipment 
the taxpayer will be able to write off 
twice the amount now allowed. This 
provision represents savings to taxpayers 
of $375 million, of which seventy-five 
million represents savings to individuals, 
such as farmers, shopkeepers, and sales-
men. · 

Of course, in the long run there will be 
no net loss of revenue to the Government 
from this provision since by accelerating 
the depreciation deductions these deduc
tions are simply shifted from later to 
earlier years. However, the provision 
wm ·mean thousands of jobs and better 
products at less cost. 

Other aids to business found in the 
new tax law are as follows: Tax account
ing rules are brought into harmony with 
busir..ess accounting. 
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The law will ease for small business 
the penalty tax on certain accumulated 
earnings which are retained for legiti
mate business purposes in the corpora
tion. 

The law will give to small-business 
men favorable tax treatment in the 
deduction of expenditures for research 
and experiments designed to create new · 
products and new jobs. 

I have listed only a very few of the .. 
important changes in our tax laws made 
by the bill. All in all, the new law con
tains $827 million of tax relief for indi
viduals and $536 million of tax relief for 
business. However, since the new law · 
also extended the present 52-percent 
corporate income tax for 1 additional 
year, it will bring in an additional $1.2 
billion from corporations. This in
cre~sed tax on corporations practically 
pays for all the tax relief granted so that 
the net cost of the bill to the revenue 
will be only $163 million. 

I hope I have said enougL to show that 
the new Republican Internal Revenue 
Code will create more jobs, will help 
farmers and workers, as well as business, 
will promote the technological develop- · 
ment needed for defense, and will pro.- -
vide more "goods and services for all our 
people. . . 

It is a blueprint. for a better and more ~ 
prosperous America. 

. The Late Pete Jarman 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN W. McCORMACK 
OF . MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 25, 1955 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, the 
Honorable Pete Jarman, an illustrious 
Member of this body from 1937 until . 
1949, and my esteemed friend and valued 
colleague, died . on February 17 at the 
ag·e of 62. 

Pete Jarman represented the Sixth 
District of Alabama with courage, charm, 
and political know-how. He has been 
called a Congressman's Congressman. 
We can point with pride to his confident 
support of our foreign policy and the 
ability he had to draw others to him. 

He was born in Greensboro, Ala. After 
graduating from the UJ1iversity of Ala
bama he tutored under his father in the 
probate office of Sumpter County. When 
World War I came he attended the first 
officers' candidate school at Fort Mc
Pherson, Ga., and went overseas as a 
first lieutenant. He returned February 
2, 1919, having been wounded in France. · 

. In 1931 Mr. Jarman became secretary 
of state for Alabama. Four years later 
he was named assistant State control
ler. Elected to the United States House 
of Representatives in 1937, he served 
until 1949. 

President Truman named Pete Jar- · 
man as Ambassador to Australia in 1949. 
He left that post in 1953 and retired. 

His interest and membership in worth- · 
while organizations reads like a cross 
section of American life. He was com- · 

mander of the Department of Alabama, 
American Legion, in 1927-28. In 1947 he 
was elected president Of the Jefferson 
!$land Club, which drew its membership 
from members of the Democratic Party, 
and dedicated itself to the political prin
ciples of Thomas Jefferson. 

· Pete Jarman regarded his constituents 
as "the finest, the best, the kindest people 
of the world." He was one of them. He 
shared with distinction the responsibili
ties of our House Foreign Affairs Com
mittee. His duties he regarded as a 
sacred trust. 

· I believe the finest tribute I can ac
cord our deceased colleague is to repeat 
his own words, given in this Chamber 
during his years of service : 

Congress is composed of men of common 
interests with the plain people as well as 
the mighty. • • • I have served all the 
counties of my district with regard for the 
advice and counsel of the citizens of them 
all, never having been controlled by any 
group. You also know I never will be • • • 
To serve my country, my district, my State, 
my Nation to the best of my ability has 
ever been my keen desire. 

I rejoice that I was privileged to serve 
with Pete Jarman and welcome this op
portunity to express my great admira
tion for him. I am certain you join 
with me in acknowledging a deep sense 
of personal loss in his passing. 

. The family life of our late friend and 
Mrs. Jarman was beautiful, an inspira- . 
tion for all to follow. They were always _ 
tpgether, always sweethearts .. 
. I extend to Mrs. Jarman my deep 

sympathy in her great loss and sorrow. 

Let's Put America first 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, February 25, 1955 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimou& consent to have printed 
in the RECORD an excellent address de
livered by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
JENNER] before the Dallas Public Affairs 
Club and the Committee of One Hun
dred, at Dallas, Tex., on February 14, 
1955. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

LET'S PUT AMERICA FIRST 
(Address by Hon. WILLIAM E. JENNER, of 

· Indiana) 
It is always a pleasure for me to leave 

Washington and travel to one of our great 
States, to meet with the people there and to 
discuss our national problems. I believe 
fervently the strength of o-qr Nation resides 
not in the Capital but in the vast expanse 
of our country. Empi_res are represented by, 
as they are governed by, their capital cities. 
Free count ries are not divided into a capital 
city and the provinces which are ruled by it. 

It is a special pleasure for me to come to 
Texas, because in my State of Indiana we 
still believe the United States is a Union of 
sovereigns, and our State is in every respect 
the sovereign equal of the Federal Govern
ment. There is no deference in Indiana to 
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the glamour and show which are now so evi
dent in Washington. We believe that we, 
the people, govern the country, and Wash
ington is the front office, p art of the admin
istrative headquarters. I a m sure that doc
trine will sound right and proper in the 
State of Texas. 

It is a favorite argument of the collec
tivists that foreign policy is something re
mote and abstract, which can be understood 
only by experts who have spent years in the 
precincts of the State Depart ment or on the 
staffs of certain daily newspapers. Con
gressmen, who have not had the benefit of 
long indoctrination in the mysteries, and 
you, who do not even breathe the air of 
Washington, are supposed to sit patiently 
and wait until the great minds h ave handed 
down what you may know. 

Americans never accepted such nonsense. 
Our greatest diplomatic achievements were 
the work of laymen, who had spent most of 
their years in private life. In the last few 
years we have been bewildered and bemused 
by foreign relations experts in washington 
offices, but the moment has come when the 
American people need to decide what kind 
of foreign policy they wish to stand for, and 
then tell our Government to follow it. 
PRESIDENT EISENHOWER'S COMMITMENT TO THE 

FREE NATIONS 

President Eisenhower's message on defense 
of the nationalist stronghold on Formosa 
will certainly be a landmark in American 
foreign affairs, but what kind of a landmark 
it will be is not yet certain. 

First let us look at the documents them
selves-the message of the President, and 
the resolution of Congress supporting · the 
President's position. 

In the words of the message and the reso- . 
lution, the United States reaffirms its close 
ties with its loyal ally, the Nationalist Gov
ernment of China, and makes a commitment 
to defend the Nationalist stronghold with 
American military power if the Communists 
carry out their threat to attack it. 

This statement does not solve all the prob
lems of our foreign policy in the western 
Pacific. There is no good reason why it 
should be. We have had 20 years of mis
management of our activities in Asia. It is 
not reasonable to ask that any single state
ment clear away all the confusion. 

The message is significant because it deals 
with the most important question. We have 
announced that we shall tolerate no new 
retreat in Asia. The Red Chinese will not be 
permitted to breach the frontiers of the 
still free world. We will make it clear that 
we shall meet Communist military action 
with military action, the only argument the 
Communists understand. we will not start 
the shooting, but if the Communists choose 
to start a war, we will finish it. 

A foreign policy carefully worked out in 
many conferences, publicly s~ated on the 
authority of the' Chief Executive, and sup
ported by Congress and both parties, should 
be firm as a rock. 

But I say to you, what you know well, 
that the foreign policy established in the . 
Formosa papers is not firm at all. The fact 
that it is ciearly stated in a Presidential 
message, and formally approved by the legis
lative branch, rnay mean nothing. It is 
wholly possible that we shall follow the 
opposite policy of appeasement of the Com
munists, surrender of our advantage, and a 
sellout of our loyal allies in Asia. 

Why am I so certain that the wishes of 
the American President, the American Con
gress, and the American people, may be 
flouted? 

TWO AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY CENTERS 

The reason is, briefly, that we have two 
lines of authority in foreign policymaking. 
One is the line of responsibility laid down 
in our Constitution and followed by all those 
who believe in our Constitution. The other 
is a network whose members deliberately 

disregard our Constitution, our President, 
and our Congress, and act as a law unto 
themselves. 

The sad fact is that no public document, 
no formal commitment, no legal mandate, 
can determine American foreign policy to
day. Our fluctuating foreign policy is a tug 
of war between these two forces. . It is an 
unsettled question which group will be tri
umphant in the struggle to shape our Na
tion's destiny. 

We have seen again and again in the last 
two decades, that the foreign policy put 
forward in our public statements, is not the 
foreign policy carried out by our Govern
ment. 

This is not because the American Govern
ment has suddenly become untrustworthy. 
That would be a most inaccurate st atement 
of what has happened. 

The reason is that the American Govern
ment is a two-headed monster. It is led by 
two different organizing centers. The never
settled question of which center is to deter
mine our foreign policies has kept us in 
constant turmoil, and made us look futile 
and ineffectual before the world. 

This conflict between two heads of our 
Government will not end until one or the 
other is wholly defeated, uprooted, and 
destroyed. 

For years now our Government has been 
pulled in two opposite directions in making 
its decisions. 

Our military leaders, our people, and I be
lieve most of the members of the adminis
tration were loyal to that objective. But the 
invisible group had a different policy. They 
were determined to prevent military victory 
over the Reds. They intended to return by 
force the Chinese prisoners of war who did 
not wish to go back to Communist China, 
as they returned the hopeless refugees in 
Europe after 1945. They intended to leave 
North Korea a wasteland, occupied by Red 
troops who could infiltrate South Korea at 
will and descend at a moment's notice on free 
Korea with armies rested and reequipped. 

The secret group won every objective ex
cept the return of the pitiful prisoners of 
war, who were saved by the insistence of 
Congress and the unremitting determination 
of our military leaders. · 

The same double purpose can be found 
in our German policy, in Austria, in Italy, in 
Greece, and in the tragic surrender of all 
Eastern Europe to the Soviet Union. 

The public policy of the United States, 
w:Pich has in almost all instances denounced 
conquest and supported the independent 
peaceful nations, has faded away. The 
secret policy of the faction so friendly to 
the Soviet Union has in almost every 
instance been triumphant. 

Our public policy of r·esisting communism 
~as succeeded only in TUr key, and to a 
limited extent in Greece. But Secretary of 
Defense Forrestal, who was determined to 

ONE CENTER IS PRO-SOVIET 

The hearings of the so-called Tydings 
committee disclosed clear evidence, in spit e 
of the whitewash, that a powerful and ruth
less group were guiding our decisions to the 
advant age of the Soviet Union. This was 
not news. Committees of Congress had 
been making the same charge for years. 

. block the Communist advance, and who won 
over President Truman, was driven to an 
early grave. His hard policy of armed re
sistance to communism was replaced by the 
soft policy of economic aid to Europe. 

The Russell committee, which investi
gated' the dismissal of General MacArthur, 
and investigations by the ' Senate Internal 
Security Subcommittee, showed that a secret 
faction in our Government had worked out 
its own foreign policy, to suit its own ends, 
and had by infinite skill, patience, and ruth
'lessness, put it into · effect, regardless of the 
legally established foreign policy set by Con
gress and by our President. 

Throughout all of 1951 and 1952 the Con
gress, especially the Senate, was engaged in 
a great debate to turn the light on this secret 
foreign policy and destroy its influence. 

You know the achievements of this secret 
group. 

After the defeat of Japan in World War II, 
our official foreign policy was to defend and 
strengthen the Nationalist Government of 
China. But the secret faction in our Gov
ernment was determined we should support 
the Chinese Reds. In the name of the 
United States Government, they insisted on 
a united front government in China, with 
the Communist rebels retaining their own 
armed forces. Our representative gave the 
Reds a long cease-fire by which they could 
rest and re-equip their armies, and he set 
up an embargo on American bullets for the 
guns of the defenders. 

Since 1950 we have had two policies for 
the Nationalist Government on Formosa. 
Our official policy was to support the legal 
Government and help rearm the Nationalist 
forces. Congress voted the money again and 
again as proper for our own defense. But 
the hidden faction in our Government in
tended that we should "disengage our
selves"-as the polite phrase goes-from the 
Nationalists. Their real policy for Formosa 
paralleled the famous advice of Owen Latti
more--to let Korea fall, but not let it look 
as if we pushed her. In December 1949-
5 years ago-our State Department even 
issued instructions to its personnel abroad 
to show no regrets when the Government on . 
Formosa fell-according to plan. 

During the war in Korea we were ostensibly 
fighting to defeat the Red Chinese attackers. 

From 1945 to 1952 the power of the Soviet 
Union spread east . and west, until it cov
ez:ed one-third of .the world and put mil
lions of people in bondage. The conflict be
tween freedom and slavery was not lost in 
Asia or in Europe. It was lost in Washing
ton, because the little group in our policy
making which favored the Soviet Uhion was 
stronger than the people who believed in a 
pro-American policy. 

ITS PROGRAM IS DEFEAT OF THE FORMOSA POLICY 

I say to you that the Eisenhower policy, 
for defense of the perimeter of the free world 
where it is threatened in the Formosa 
Straits, will be undermined, eroded, cov
ered up, twisted, and made over into a policy 
favoring Red China, unless we learn our 
lesson, and deal with the realities of poli
tics today. 

Already erosion is apparent. We con
stantly hear it din;ned in our ears that it is 
all right for us to defend Formosa, but very 
wrong to defend Quemoy and Matsu. That 
is as if the UN should say to' the United 
States, "You will reduce tension with the 
Soviet Union if you give up Alaska, which is 
nearer the Soviet border than it is to the 
United States. The Soviet Union says Alaska 
belongs to it. It does not matter if you need 
Alaska for radar information, weather in
formation, and early warning of threatened 
attack. You must give up Alaska to the 
Soviet rl,llers so their tension will be low
ered." 

Another form of erosion is hidden in the ' 
warnings that Formosa really belongs to Ja
pan, and so it is all right for the United 
states to intervene, but Quemoy and the 
Tachens belong to China, and therefore, if we 
defend the coastal islands, we are threatening 
Red China. That argument omits the minor 
fact that we are not threatening the Reds. 
They are threatening us. They cannot get 
the coastal islands except by conquest. 
They have already tried and failed. It is 
they who talk of new conquests, not we. 

A third form of erosion is the attempt to 
get a cease-fire in the United Nations. A 
cease-fire would tell the Nationalists they 
could never win back their own country. 
That would be like telling George Washing
ton he coulp. have a .cease-fire if he would 



1955 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 2189 
remain in Valley Forge, but make no effort 
to re<:onquer New York, or Philadelphia, or 
Yorktown. 

A cease-fire would free the Red armies for 
a new attack on Indochina. 

A cease-fire would give further recognition 
to the Red Chinese. It would tell the des
perate people on the mainland they had no 
hope. It would tell the people of Poland, 
the Balkans, and East Germany, that the 
United States had no Interest in their fate. 

Other pitfalls are the proposals to estab
lish two Chinas, and sooner or later to put 
f r ee China under a U. N. trusteeship. We 
k n ow where that will lead. After Red China 
is safely inst alled in U. N. as a peace-loving 
nation, it will bring up the demand that 
Formosa be surrendered to it, and cite the 
Cairo declaration as proof we have already 
agreed to the proposal. 

Perhaps the most serious threat of all is 
the recent report that our Government in
tends to ask other members of the U. N. to 
help us patrol the Formosa Strait. That 
would end all pretense of either a pro
American or an anti-Communist policy. It 
would mean another victory like Korea. · 

THE UNITED NATIONS MAKES NO COMMITMENTS 
TO FREEDOM 

Whatever you make of U. N. in general, it 
should be possible to get agreement among 
all good Americans on a few facts. The 
Soviet Union is a member of the United 
Nations. So are her satellites. She has a 
permanent seat on the Se<:urity Council, 
with the veto power. 

The u. N. has no commitments to support 
freedom. For every obligation to the free 
nations it has corresponding obligations to 
the Communist nations. Its staff includes a 
proportion of open Communists, but i~ also 
has a substantial number of secret Commu
nists. The U. N. recently. awarded large 
damages to some American fifth amendment 
Communists on its staff, who were dismissed 
only because of hearings held by the Senate 
Internal Security Subcommittee. 

The u. N. is in the middle, seesawing be
tween the free world and the Communist 
world. 

The most favorable policy to us which the 
U. N. can adopt is neutralism. It is nearer 
to downright coexistence. 

This is the minimum of undisputed fact 
about u. N. on which all Americans can 
agree. The U . N. is an agent of both Com
munist, anti-Communist and neutral na
tions. It has no justification for favoring 
the side of the free. It has never pretended 
to do so. Nowhere in the vast outpouring of 
documents that flows from the U. N. is there 
any commitment to freedom. The U. N. 
works for peace, for welfare, for one world. 
It does not pretend to work for liberty. 

PRO-COMMUNISTS CANNOT BE STOPPED BY 
PAPERS 

Why do I say that these proposals to 
soften up the Formosa resolution-so dan
gerous to the interests of the United States, 
so shameful a breach of our moral obliga
t ions-will probably prevail, in spite of the 
solemn commitment by the President and 
the Congress to a true American line of 
action? 

The reason is this. A group of gangsters 
cannot be stopped by a written contract. A 
power group in government cannot be 
stopped by a state paper. A revolutionary 
junta, whose purpose is to take over the 
sovereignty, cannot be stopped by a resolu
tion of congress. The only answer to a ruth
less political-action group, determined to de
stroy the honor of America; is a political
action group determined to support Amer
ican political ideals and defend the men in 
Government who are loyal to them. 

We have talked loosely and superficially 
about this rival -power system. But talk is 
no longer good enough. 

- We have called the product the Acheson 
foreign policy. This dual control of foreign 
policy was operating in our Government as 
early as 1940 under Harry Hopkins. It op
erated under Dean Acheson, but it has op
erated just as effectively since he left. We 
have no reason whatever to think this group 
lost its hold because Mr. Acheson resigned. 
Everything we know indicates the contrary. 

Who then are the people we are discuss
ing? Where do they operate? On what 
foundation does their power rest? 
THEY DO NOT OPERATE UNDER CONSTITUTIONAL 

RESTRAINTS 
Part of our confusion comes from the fact 

that this group does not operate along con
stitutional lines at all. Our legal foreign 
relations staff works in the State Depart
ment, under the direction of the President, 
and within the · policy framework laid down 
by Congress. But the extralegal foreign
policy-making conspiracy operates all over 
the lot. Like a cancer growing wild, it 
ignores all the restraints inherent in a 
healthy, well-balanced organism. This col .. 
lectivist machine operates, in part, in the 
State Department, in part, in the White 
House Secretariat, in the super-Cabinet 
agencies of national defense, in the Foreign 
Operations Administration, in the CIA. But 
a substantial part of it operates outside 
Government. It may be found in the press, 
in the parties, in the colleges, in labor unions, 
in business, in the United Nations. The 
important point is that all the parts of this 
political machine are coordinat!'ld. They 
operate, as one, from some control tower 
we cannot see. 

We have tried to blame our Presidents, 
the State Department, the party in power, 
for our failures in foreign policy. I am con
vinced we shall never recognize the octopus 
we have to fight until we realize it is not 
part of the legally established Government 
at all. It is a revolutionary junta, operat
ing within our Government, and through 
our Government, but not for our Govern
ment, our Constitution, or our Nation. 

What keeps this cabal in power, under 
Democratic and under Republican adminis
trations? Why has it been impossible for 
three Presidents and many Congresses to 
demolish it? That is a long story but it 
can be summarized in three p's: pressure 
groups, propaganda, and pelf-that is, big 
spending. 

You are going to ask me whether this 
group is entirely Communist directed. I 
doubt if our problem is that simple. This 
group has, we know, included Communist 
Party members and Communist agents, and 
may still include them. It includes Social
ists, collectivist one-worlders, ambitious in
dividuals greedy for power, willing in time 
of trouble to advance themselves at the ex
pense of their country. It includes trimmers 
and collaborators who believe they can make 
deals with the unscrupulous, who think they 
can get votes or power or contracts or pub
licity, from the Communists, and then cast 
aside their temptors. It includes the in
nocent and the simple-minded, who love big 
words that have no meaning. 

I do not know what proportion of these 
people are Communists, but I know for cer
tain that everything they do is of benefit to 
Moscow, because it is directed. by Moscow. 
The Soviet -leaders are the most skillful 
people in the world today in the new political 
arts of propaganda, brainwashing, camou
flage, and what I have called revolution by 
assembly line. We can save ourselves a great 
deal of time and thought if we realize one 
fact. As conditions are today, the Com
munist world revolution will control and use 
all the bits and pieces of collectivism, one
worldism, centralism, internationalism and 
au their variations. None of them will be 
helpful to us. 

How are we going to redress the balance, 
and give strength to the vast majority .of true 

Americans, so they can manage their own 
Government? 

We must give up our reliance on legalism. 
The pro-Communist, internationalist, col

lectivist foreign policy, with its favoritism 
Ior everything which helps the Soviet Union, 
has triumphed again and again because of 
the energy, intelligence, and determination 
of a self-directed elite. We fight this ad
vancing army with statements, promises, 
papers and laws. We will never win until 
we oppose the collectivist political faction 
with resolute political action by men deter
mined to put America first. 

The pro-American group within our Gov
ernment today is more numerous, abler, 
stronger, more devoted, than the collectivist 
group. It is supported by the vast bulk of 
the voters of both parties. Its weakness is 
that it is trying to win a debate under the . 
rules of American political life. It should 
be fighting for victory over opponents who 
know no rules. 

PRO-AMERICANS ARE UNDER ATTACK 
We must know first the names of leaders 

of the pro-American group. You can find 
out who lead the American · branch of our 
two-headed Government by the enemies they 
have made. The left-wing press and the col
lectivist collaborators are always ready to 
attack Secretary of Defense Wilson. They 
center much of their fire on Admiral Radford. 

Khrushchev, speaking in Red China last 
fall, violently denounced Admiral Radford, 
and bracketed him with the Communist
h ated Senators KNOWLAND and MCCARTHY. 
Isn't it significant that left-wing American 
columnists today follow exactly the line 
spoken by Khrushchev 4 or 5 months ago? 

You remember this bloc did not exactly 
like MacArthur. They denounce the Sen
ators who support the free nations of Asia. 
They criticize President Eisenhower if he 
dares cooperate with Republicans they have 
not recommended. 

The collectivist press has not yet started to 
att ack Herbert Hoover, Jr., who is now our 
Under Secretary of State, but it is a rule of 
theirs never to call attention to good people 
on our side until they have to. Assistant 
Secretary of State Robertson has escaped 
their attack for the same reason. 

Today, pro-American officials have not one 
moment's security. They are constantly un
der attack, mostly by moves they cannot see. 
If you need a blueprint of how the collectiv
ists keep d angerous anti-Communists under 
constant pressure, I su ggest you analyze the 
series of moves which they employed to de
stroy Senator McCARTHY, from the day in 
Wheeling, W.Va., when he tore down the cur
tain of censorship hiding the Communists 
in our State Department. 

I tell you just such a subtle, complex, per
fectly timed, secret campaign is already un
der way against the men who dared advise 
the President to resist the Chinese Reds. 
The strategy is worked out, and broken ipto 
steps. It will arise, spontaneously, from 
all directions. It will be echoed in all quar
ters of the world. The line is already ap
parent in the inspired British press and that 
of the Continent. 
· From a well-informed left-wing magazine 

I learn the shape of coming events. Once 
th·e U.N. is well in the picture the plan is to 
"build up enough pressure to make impera
tive the gentle liquidation of Chiang Kai
shek, and the establishment of true self
government for the Formosans under U. N. 
trusteeship." But, my friends, the National
ists are not Formosans. Self-government will 
give the island to its prewar inhabitants. 
Can you see the Nationalist armies, driven 
from Formosan soil by a demand for neu
trality, wandering like a ghost army about 
the world, as helpless as General Anders 
valiant Polish fighting men? Next we are 
told "binding multilateral agreements for 
the reduction of armaments are imperative." 
These agreements will bind us but not the 
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Communists. Finally we are told, "then the 
gamble that the President has taken will 
start paying off. The greater his success, the 
more likely he is to acquire the freedom of 
action he needs to (and I urge you to note) . 
shed his most troublesome aides." · 

ONLY POLITICAL ACTION WILL SAVE US 

The bloc which intends to destroy the true 
Americans in our Government is in action. 
Is there a bloc to defend the true Americans 
and drive out the secret enemies of our coun
try? I am not urging you to help our friends 
in Asia. I am urging you to prevent the 
humiliating defeat of our country and every
thing it stands for. 

You ask who are the leaders of the col
lectivist bloc. Who is taking Acheson's place 
today? 

1 can guess but I have no legal proof. 
Remember, the physician cannot have proof 
that his diagnosis is correct. He can get that 
only from the autopsy. 

But 1 want to point out one significant 
fact. We are never going to have legal proof, 
about the most dangerous enemies of our 
country. We will not be able to use what 
proof we have, when the culprit is close to 
the top. Attorney General Brownell and 
J. Edgar Hoover told us how FBI reports on 
Harry White, for example, were sent to Presi
dent Truman, and his Cabinet officers again 
and again. We know President Truman and 
his top Cabinet members opposed promoting 
Harry White to the International Monetary 
Fund, in view of his record. But he was 
promoted. 

Who could tell the President of the United 
States he must promote a known Communist 
collaborator? I have been told who was the 
person responsible but I have, so far, no 
proof. Shall we sit and do nothing, when 
we have political proof that some of our offi
cials are selling out our country, merely be
cause we have no affidavits of what was said 
in their secret conferences? 

One thing we know. The Communists 
and· their collaborators push their best men 
close to the top, because that is the safest 
place to be. No one could remove Dr. John 
from his job in Germany though more than 
one person knew he was disloyal. We may 
get the little traitors by assembling legal 
proof. We will never get the big ones, ex
cept by political counterattack. 

The pro-Communist attack on our politi
cal institutions is political action. We must 
use political action to remove from public 
life every man or woman who is beholden 
to the Communists, or committed to a phi
losophy alien to our Constitution. We can
not wait until we see a party card. 

POLITICAL ACTION WILL BRING ABOUT AN 
AMERICAN POLICY 

We must also know American policy. It is 
all very well to know Communist policy, but 
it is more important to know American 
policy. 

We must have a clear American foreign 
policy and a clear American military policy 
before we enter any conference with other 
nations in the United Nations or outside. 

There is no harm in conferring with for
eign governments, inside or outside of U. N. 
so long as we put America first. 

Nationalist China h as perhaps half a 
million men eager to fight for their inde
pendence. 

Korea has courageous soldiers ready to 
fight on their own soil. Indochina can pro
vide others, with American training. Alto
gether free Asia can furnish millions of 
troops eager to guard their sectors of the 
frontier of freedom. 

Can we guarantee that no one in our State 
Department or FOA will hamstring the funds 
Congress has voted to arm them? Can we 
guarantee that agencies of our Government 
will not conspire to undermine Chiang Kai
shek or Syngman Rhee or Vietnam? If the 
great brains, who have abandoned newspaper 

work for pontificating, sow planned confu
sion or attack our pro-American leaders, are 
we ready to meet them with better newspa
pers, better writers, better radio and televi
sion programs, or, if necessary, by mimeo
graph machines in every block? 

The Chinese Communists have started four 
wars in the last 10 years, with no penalty. 
The Red Chinese know they can never put 
down the Chinese on the mainland, while the 
Chinese on Formosa have an army. They 
will never be satisfied with less than total 
destruction of that army. They must de
stroy the armies of Korea and of Indochina. 
They count on the ~id of their supporters in 
our councils. 

Support of the armies of free Asia is Amer
ican policy, as destruction of these armies is 
Communist policy. 

The Communist regimes are weak and 
their people rebellious. The only strength 
they possess is the faction within the Amer
ican Government which puts the Soviet 
Union first. 

We must deal first with our own dual 
Government. If we will organize political 
action, to support the pro-Americans in our 
Government and in public life, the world 
conflict will soon be over. We can win true 
peace for all the world if we will gird our
selves to defeat the enemy within. 

Accounting Provisions of the Internal . 
Revenue Code of 1954 

EXTENSION OF REMARJ{S 
OF 

HON. DANIEL A. REED 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 25, 1955 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
in the course of its extensive over
haul of our tax system during the last 
Congress, one of the most widespread 
complaints received by the Committee 
on Ways and Means was that artificial 
divergences had developed between the 
computation of income for tax purposes 
and the computation of income for 
business purposes as determined under 
generally accepted accounting provisions. 
These diffzrences were confined almost 
entirely to questions of when certain 
types of income and expenses should be 
taken into account in arriving at net in
come. 

As a result, the new Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 sought to bring the income 
tax provisions of the law into harmony 
with generally accepted accounting pro
visions and, as stated in the report of 
our committee, "to assure that all items 
of income and deductions are taken into 
account once, but only once, in the com
putation of taxable income." Sections 
452 and 462 of the new code were de
signed to meet these objectives. 

Under the prior law, payments re
ceived in advance for the use of prop
erty in future years or for services to be 
rendered in future years were includible 
in the income of the recipient in the 
year they were received. This was true 
regardless of the taxpayer's method of 
accounting. However, well established 
accounting procedures provide that, in 
the case of taxpayers on an accrual ac
counting system, payments for rentals, 
club dues, warehouse fees, and the like 

should be included in income in the year 
in which income is earned and in the 
year in . which the related expenses are 
incurred. Obviously, this is not neces
sarily in the year of receipt. 

As a consequence, section 452, in gen
eral, permits accrual basis taxpayers to 
defer the reporting of advance payments 
as income until the year, ,or years, in 
which, under the taxpayer's regular 
method of accounting, the income is 
earned. 

With respect to deductions for ex~ 
penses and losses incurred by a taxpayer, 
prior law provided that these deductions 
could be taken only when all events had 
occurred which fixed the fact and the 
amount of the taxpayer's liability. This 
rule, in many cases, was at variance with 
generally accepted accounting principles 
which require all determinable liabilities 
relating to reported income to be taken 
into account. 

As a result, section 462 of the new code 
conformed the tax treatment of expenses 
more closely to general business treat
ment by permitting an accrual basis tax
payer to deduct reasonable additions to 
reserves for estimated expenses. 

These two provisions, sections 452 and 
462, were strongly advocated by the ac
counting profession of the United States. 
Each section was approved by the unani
mous vote of both the Republican and 
Democratic members of the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

It has developed i·ecently that there is 
a sharp difference of opinion between 
taxpayers and the Government as to the 
scope of these sections. The tentative 
regulations issued by the Treasury on 
January 22 in order to carry out the pro
visions of the law have come under 
strong attack as being too restrictive. 
For example, the tentative regulations 
would not permit a deduction for addi
tions to reserves for estimated repair 
and maintenance expenses. Taxpayers 
have already served notice that they in
tend to litigate this restriction. Should 
they be successful in the courts, the reve
nue loss under the law would be far in 
excess of anything contemplated by the 
Congress. 

In addition, the tentative regulations 
also require that the reserves which these 
sections permit for tax purposes must 
be shown on the regular books of the 
company which are used for statements 
of financial condition to stockholders. 
This requirement is also under attack 
although it would seem to be in line 
with the objective of the law to bring 
tax accounting into harmony with busi
ness accounting. 

Therefore, it seems clear that many 
groups will seek an opportunity under 
these sections to receive tax benefits 
substantially in excess of anything an
ticipated by the Congress. If the present 
provisions remain in effect, extended liti
gation appears inevitable. As a result, 
I believe that the two sections in ques
tion should be repealed in order to pre
vent this type of uncertainty and to 
a void possible taxpayer abuse. The Sec
retary of the Treasury has recommended 
this action. I have introduced a bill, 
H. R. 4726, to carry out this objective. 

There is absolutely no question in my 
mind but that the objective which Con-
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gress sought to achieve by these provi4 

sions was and still ·remains highly de 4 

sirable. Tax accounting should not de 4 

part in an artificial manner from gen4 

erally accepted principles of business ac 4 

counting. Therefore, it is my earnest 
hope that this matter will receive fur
ther study with a view to solving the 
transitional problems which have oc
curred. Mr. Speaker, I am confident that 
effective and practical legislation along· 
these lines can and should be developed. 

Commission for the Study of the Civil 
Defense Problems 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 25, 1955 

Mr. FRIEDEL. - Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks, I am insert
ing a letter I have written to the Presi
dent in which I respectfully urge that 
prompt action be taken to establish a 
commission for a study of the civil-de
fense problems which have been b.rought 
about by the advent of nuclear weapons. 
The letter follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D. C., February 25, 1955. 
The PRESIDENT, 

The White House, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Much has been 
said in the press this week concerning the 
possible establishment of a commission for a 
prompt study of the civil-defense problems 
brought about by the advent of nuclear 
weapons. In the light of the recent infor
mation released by various Federal agencies 
regarding the lethal affect of these nuclear 
weapons, I respectfully urge that immediate 
steps be taken to bring such a commission 
into reality. 

Nearly 2 years ago, on July 22, 1953, I ex
pressed my views on the civil-defense prob
lem in a letter addresed to Mr. Sherley Ewing, 
director of the Maxyland State Civil Defense 
Agency, a copy of which is enclosed. This 
letter, in which I expressed my belief that we 
have an obligation to make available to our 
citizens all information (within security lim
its) which will alert them to the peril cre
ated by these nuclear weapons, appeared in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of July 24, 1953. 
At that time I urged that more effective 
civilian defense precautions be prepared and 
tested. 

I do not believe that Members of Congress 
have been kept as well informed as security 
would permit concerning the horror flowing 
from the use of nuclear weapons, and cer
tainly the average citizen has been kept even 
less informed. · · 

As a result of the series of explosions now 
taking place in Nevada, I have been receiving 
quite a bit of mail from my constituents in 
which many of them express, for the first 
time, their great interest and alarm. 

I believe that recent disclosures of infor
mation with regard to the hazards from fall
out and other affects of nuclear explosions 
should be encouraged, and even expanded, 
within the limits of national security. I also 
believe that the Federal Government ought 
to make realistic appropriations for use at 
the Federal level and for grants to State an<~: 

local governments on a matching basis, 1n 
order to bring our civil-defense preparations 
and activities to a level where, if and when 
needed, the citizenry will be protected. 

I heartily endorse your recommendation to 
appoint a commission to study the problems 
of civilian defense. I again urge that this 
action be taken immediately. 

Respectfully, 
SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL. 

The Soybean Industry 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. E. C. GATHINGS . 
OF ARKANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 25, 1955 

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, the 
soybean industry, and specifically the 
growers of soybeans in the Midsouth, are 
threatened by a proposal of the Depart
ment of Agriculture to reclassify certain 
varieties of beans. 

This matter is rather complicated in 
its ramifications, and for the benefit of 
the Congress I would like to call to the 
attention of the Members several letters 
written on this proposal. 

On February 14 the Department called 
a meeting of soybean growers in Mem
phis, Tenn. Herewith is a letter which 
I wrote to Mr. J. E. Barr, Chief of the 
Inspection Branch of the Agricultural 
Marketing Service Grain Division: 

FEBRUARY 10, 1955. 
Mr. J. E . BARR, 

Chief, Inspection Branch. 
Grain Division, 

Agricultural Marketing Service. 
DEAR MR. BARR: I am writing you in ref

erence to the series of meetings you are 
conducting throughout the country con
cerning a proposal to define or classify soy
beans with green seed covers, which. in cross 
section are yellow, as green soybeans. 

The growers in the section of Arkansas 
which I represent have been growing Ogden 
Lee, and Dortchsoy beans, all of which have 
a yellow meat but a green cast on their coats. 

Such a reclassification, I am informed, 
would cause such beans to be labeled 
"mixed" and, as such, would sell for less. In 
addition, I am advised, they would receive a 
lower loan rate, and growers and producers 
would have greater expense of handling. 

From information here in Washington, it 
would appear that there is some belief that 
within a few years these varieties will be re
placed by others which have been given 
some trial in other sections. If this is true, 
I would be interested in knowing if sufficient 
trial has been given to assure that these new 
varieties will replace the beans now being 
grown in this section. This would, in a short 
time, eliminate the need for a reclassifica
tion. 

Such action would prevent added economic 
difficulty to these growers and would solve 
the problem within a short time. For this 
reason, I am writing to suggest that any 
action to reclassify be deferred until it can 
be determined that these new varieties will 
be of commercial value to our growers and 
they can begin to switch over to these new 
varieties. 

I will appreciate your placing this in the 
record of the meeting to be held in Memphis 
on February 14. 

Yours very sincerely, .• E. C. GATHINGS. , 

At the Memphis meeting, Mr. W. H. 
"Bill" Wyatt, of Blytheville, Ark., made a 
very "fine statement relative to this re
classification, and for the information of 
the· Congress, I wish to include Mr. 
Wyatt's full statement: 
TESTIMONY AT MEMPHIS HEARING, UNITED 

STA'l'ES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, ON 
CHANGES IN OFFICIAL STANDARDS FOR SOY• 
BEANS, FEBRUARY 14, 1955 

I am W. H. "Bill" Wyatt, of Mississippi 
County, Ark. As a member of the board of 
directors, I'm representing the Arkansas 
Farm Bureau Federation at this hearing. 

Let's consider first the proposal to "define 
or reclassify soybeans with green seed coats, 
which in cross section are yellow, as green 
soybeans, instead of yellow soybeans as at 
present." 

On the face of it, that seems to be all right 
since green soybeans and yellow soybeans 
now carry the same CCC loan value and both 
may be traded on the board. But on a closer 
analysis we find this to be entirely false as 
far as our Ogden soybean is concerned. 

We called in C. A. Silas, of Woodson Tenant 
Laboratories, and asked for a description of 
the Ogden bean. This is what he said: "Og
dens are now classed as yellow beans. The 
proposed change would force them into the 
'mixed bean' classification, because Ogdens 
are neither green nor yellow by seed coat 
analysis alone." 

Keith Bilbrey, county agent, added, "The 
green pigment is variable and unstable de
pending on the age of bean and length of 
exposure to sun rays before harvest. So, be
cause some of the Ogdens bleach out to 
yellow, they could no more be classed as 
green than as yellow. The dangerous con
sequence is that nearly all the highest pro
ducing soybeans in the South would auto
matically be classed as 'mixed beans.'" 

This is supported by the definition on page 
69 of the Official Grain Standard section (g) 
"Mixed Soybeans-Mixed soybeans shall be 
any mixture of soybeans which does not meet 
the requirements for classes, yellow soybeans, 
green soybeans, brown soyJ;>eans,, or black 
~oybeans. Bicolored soybeans shall be classi
fied as mixed soybeans." 

What does this mean pricewise to the pro
ducer? 

The 1954 CCC Grain Price Support Bulletin 
Supplement 2, Soybeans, said: "The support 
rates for soybeans of the classes, black soy
beans, brown soybeans, and mixed soybeans 
shall be 25 cents per bushel less than the 
support rates for the classes, green soybeans 
and yellow soybeans." 

Mixed beans may not be tendered on the 
board, could not be hedged, and could not be 
delivered. 

The American and world markets have ac
cepted the Ogden bean for 10 years, with no 
complaint that we have ever heard of before. 
Why the suggested change now? It would 
be a calamity to the South. A tremendously 
unfair and discriminatory act. 

Southern production in 1951 

Acres 

Arkansas __ ________ _ 607,000 Alabama ____________ 88,000 
Georgia_----------- 21,000 
Kentucky---------- 130, 000 
Louisiana_--------- 38,000 
Mississippi_ __ ___ ___ 425,000 
North Carolina _____ 309,000 
South Carolina _____ 83,000 Tennessee __________ 183,000 
Virginia_----------- 166,000 
Missouri'---------- 420,000 

1951 totaL ___ 2,470,000 

Bushels 
per acre 

20 
18 
10.5 
19 
17.5 
13 
16.5 
12.5 
17.5 
18 
20 

Total 

12,140,000 
704,000 
211,500 

2, 470,000 
665,000 

5, 525,000 
5,098, 500 
1, 037,500 
3, 202,500 
3, 004,000 
8, 400,000 

42,458,000 

' Assuming )13 of J\'Iissouri's production in tlie Ogden 
area • 
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(1951 figures were used because they are 

nearest to, but under anticipated production 
in 1955). 

Surely it is fair to guess that 80 percent 
of all southern beans are Ogdens. Missis
sippi County Arkansas' percentage will run 
90 percent Ogdens. 

Eighty percent of the 1951 production 
would be 33,966,400 bushels. 

If you force Ogdens into a "mixed-bean" 
class, then by 1954 loan standards, you would 
be saying to the world, "The South's 33,966,-
400 bushels of Ogden soybeans are worth 
$8,491,600 less than the same number of yel
low soybeans." And there would not be a 
word of truth in it. 

And, by reclassification, the American mar
ket might start discrimination in price also, 
and for no reason, except promoted by Gov
ernment classification. 

We believe any foreign buyer can get 
strictly yellow soybeans from Northern areas 
for their limited needs without hurting them 
and without totally wrecking our economy. 

Then there is extra danger: We fear the 
idea would "snowball" and others would 
start demanding strictly yellow beans. 

We are against the proposed change in 
classification of Ogden soybeans from the 
cross-section analysis to color of skin coats. 
If the United States Department of Agri
culture can show us just cause why they 
should be changed, then time must be al
lowed to develop a comparable yielding yel
low bean for the South. In other words, 
we want no change now. 

Likely lowering of support price for 1955 
crop from 80 percent down to 70 percent may 
be tragic enough: $2.22 down to $2.04 if the 
market follows. 

A conservative estimate of 4 or 5 million 
bushels crop in Mississippi County, Ark., 
alone in 1955, at 20 cents per bushel less 
would be nearly a million dollars to that 
county alone. 

The United States survey shows 99 percent 
of Arkansas farmers sell less than $25,000 
gross annually. All our farmers grow soy
beans with cotton controls on. This thing 
would affect all of us. 

This proposed change would only concern 
the South as the Ogden bean is not grown in 
cooler climate and since the crushers find 
the oil content of the Ogden as high or 
even a little higher in some instances and 
since the cross-section of the Ogden is as yel
low as the purely yellow-coated beans, the 
58,000 members of the Arkansas Farm 
Bureau Federation respectfully request that 
no change be made in the classification of 
the Ogden soybeans. 

Concerning the proposed revision which 
would decrease the maximum limits of 
foreign material by 1 percent in each grade, 
we, as producers, after much consideration, 
cannot see that this · will benefit us in any 
way. 

Last year nearly all buyers bought the No. 
1 grade, which as it now stands limits 
foreign material to 2 percent. If these 
buyers plan to return to a No. 2 grade for 
basis of purchase under the proposed change, 
they are still allowing the 2 percent foreign 
matter. What is to be gained? 

Grading at its best, as far as foreign 
materials are concerned, is far from accurate. 
No two graders can probe the same load and 
come up with the same foreign matter per
centage. 

Going a little further into this, I checked 
the grades on two carloads shipped Janu
ary 27, 1955, by Farmers Soybeans Corp., of 
Blytheville, Ark. Here are results of three 
different peoples grading. 

Woodson- Memphis U.S.D.A. 
Tenant Merchants Federal 

Laboratories Exchange appeal 

T. W ------------ - 56 56.0 56.0 F. M _____________ 4.0 2. 5 2. 7 
Splits._---------- 18.0 19.0 20.0 
Damage __________ 3. 9 2. 9 4.0 
Moisture .....•... 14.1 14.3 14.3 

T. vV ------------- 56 56.0 55.5 
F. M _____________ 2. 8 2.0 2. 0 
Splits. _---------- 19.0 21.0 22.0 
Damage __________ 4. 2 3. 0 4. 0 
Moisture ...•.•... 14.0 13.9 13.9 

You will note the difference in the grades 
especially, even in the last two when the car 
was in Memphis and did not move. Because 
of this inability to accurately determine the 
exact amount of foreign materials in a load 
of beans (and the difference is nruch greater 
on a farm truckload because the beans have 
not been blended) it is dangerous and in
jurious to producers for this grade schedule 
to be too strict. 

Until a better means Of grading is found 
or until the country elevators and local buy
ers will use their cleaners and weigh the 
foreign material, or until a premium is paid 
for better grades as in purchase of cotton
seed, we would hesitate to approve any 
tightening of the United States soybean 
standards. 

We do not want to be shortsighted and 
lose our export market. 

We are interested in improving and deliv
el"ing a quality product as are other inter
ested groups such as the American Soybean 
Association. If a 5 / 64 round-hole bottom 
screen is put into use in order to remove the 
chipped beans from the foreign material 
count, we will support the proposed revision 
which would decrease the maximum limits 
of foreign materials by 1 percent in each 
grade. 

As to the other proposed changes, they are 
minor as far as the farmer is concerned 
compared to the aforementioned proposals, 
but most of the argument of foreign matter 
will relate. 

In addition to Mr. Wyatt's remarks, 
two other excellent statements should 
be presented to further emphasize the 
seriousness of this proposal. Mr. G. A. 
Hale, of the Hale Seed Farm of Burdette, 
Ark., has pointed out a very definite ob
jection to this proposal, and his letter 
address~d to the Director of the Grain 
Division follows: 

HALE SEED FARMS, 
Burdette, Ark., February 15, 1955. 

DIRECTOR, GRAIN DIVISION, AGRICULTURAL MAR
KETING ADMINISTRATION, UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SIR: After attending the very effi

ciently and fairly conducted hearing in Mem
phis yesterday, I wish to submit to you my 
comments on one of the proposed changes in 
the present classification of soybeans by your 
Division: namely, the classification of soy
beans with green seed coats but yellow in 
cross section as green soybeans. 

As a breeder, tester, and producer of soy
bean varieties for the Cotton Belt since 1942, 
I am of the opinion from the remarks made 
by your representative and others at this 
hearing that they do not fully appreciate 
the reasons why southern soybean growers 
are opposed to classifying the Ogden variety 
and its selections and possibly the new Lee 
variety, when grown under some conditions, 
as green soybeans. 

Commercial, State, and Federal soybean 
breeders in the South have been cognizant 
of the desirability and the possibility of 
breeding a completely yellow, full-season 

soybean variety to replace the Ogden variety 
and its selections, which we realize have sev
eral undesirable characteristics. To date no 
breeder has succeeded in producing a widely 
adapted all-yellow variety with the matu
rity date and high yield of the Ogden-type 
soybean. All of the adapted, available yellow 
varieties, with the possible exception of the 
Lee variety-which has some green coloring 
when grown under some conditions-and 
which is not adapted to the northern part of 
the Cotton Belt, yield from 10 to 40 percent 
less than the Ogden and its selections ac
cording to tests made by our State experi
ment stations in cooperation with the 
United States Department of Agriculture. 

It is the opinion of all the growers and 
buyers of soybeans that I have contacted 
~n this secti_on that, if the proposed change 
1n the classification of the Ogden-type soy
bean is made, this change would likely 
re~ult in southern growers getting lower 
pnces for the bulk of their soybean crop. 
Our only recourse to this condition would 
b_e to switch to the growing of less produc
t~ve all-yellow varieties. This change would 
be impossible until we have time to increase 
the present inadequate seed supply of these 
varieties to the volume required to plant 
most of our acreage. 

As a soybean grower, I appreciate the clear 
and enlightening presentation of the reasons 
why the Department of Agriculture has pro
posed the change in the classification of the 
Ogden-type soybean. It is doubtful if all 
of your probleins would be solved by chang
ing your method of grading so that our 
Ogden-type soybean would be classed as a 
green soybean because of the fact that the 
green coloring in the Ogden seedcoat will 
fade and the coat will be yellow under some 
conditions. The seed analyst of the Arkan
sas State Plant Board, Little Rock, Ark., 
which is the official seed-c-ertification agen
cy of Arkansas, has difficulty in determining 
whether or not even our registered-grade 
Ogden-type soybeans are pure as to variety 
because of the unstable color of the seed
coats. 

Until soybean producers can develop and 
growers can increase an all-yellow soybean 
variety that is as good as the Ogden and its 
selections to replace it and until an accurate 
method of classifying soybeans with green 
seedcoats but yellow cotyledons such as the 
Ogden and its selections, which are very un
stable in color, is devised, I am opposed to a 
change in the present classification because 
I do not think a change at this time would 
be to the best interest of any segment of the 
southern soybean industry. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity 
to present my views. 

Respectfully submitted. 
G. A. HALE. 

With this should also be included the 
letter written by Mr. Paul c. Hughes, 
of Blytheville, president of the Mid .. 
South Soybean & Grain Shippers As
sociation. Mr .. Hughes points out the 
economic circumstances connected with 
this proposed change : 

MIDSOUTH SOYBEAN & GRAIN 
SHIPPERS AssociATION, 

February 17, 1955. 
To DIRECTOR, GRAIN DIVISION, AMA, UNITED 

STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Washington, D. C.: ' 

VIEWS OF THE MIDSOUTH SOYBEAN & GRAIN 
SHIPPERS ASSOCIATION OF THE PROPOSED RE
VISIONS OF THE SOYBEAN STANDARDS 

1. On the proposed revision that would re
duce the maximum limits of foreign rna· 
terial 1 percent in each numerical grade. 
As country shippers we are in the middle on 
this question as we only buy on the grade 
that we have to sell but as the growers as 
presented by the American Soybean Asso-
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elation and the processors thought their 
present buying practices w~nt 2 percent for
eign material in No. 2 soybeans, we see no 
reason why the change cannot be made. We 
do, however, urge that a study be made to 
see if some simple method can be found to 
separate true foreign material from the small 
broken pieces of soybeans that fall through 
an %4 round hole screen. Maybe the use of 
a smaller hole size such as a %4 would let 
enough of the small weed seed through and 
leave enough broken pieces on the screen to 
reduce the buildup of foreign material we 
now have in soybeans through handling. If 
such a method can be found we urge its 
use. 

2. On the reduction of moisture we see no 
reason why the moisture in No. 1 soybeans 
cannot be reduced to 12 percent. However, 
we feel that no change need be made in the 
moisture of No.2 soybeans as we have found 
that even in our humid climate 14 percent 
moisture soybeans can be stored. 

3. We can see no reason why the change 
in splits should not go through if you in 
the Department feel that it would improve 
the soybean grading system. 

4. On the proposed special limits on beat 
. damage in each numerical grade, we are 
against such limits as they would work a 
hardship on all shippers. Today inspectors 
are having enough trouble determining to
tal damage or just bow much total damage 
a sample contains. However, if the De
partment feels that such limits should be 
put into effect, then heat damage should be 
more clearly defined. We suggest that it 
means soybeans that have turned entirely 
black or brown from beat. The present 
methods of saying that a small brown spot 
in the middle of an otherwise sound soybean 
is heat damage leaves too much room for 
human error and judgment for such narro.w 
limits of heat damage as have been proposed 
by the Department. 

5. On the proposed reclassification of soy
beans with green seed coats that are in ~ross 
section yellow from the yellow class to the 
green class. We cannot say too strongly that 
we are opposed to this change. We have 
many reasons for being against the change. 
Here are just a few of them: 80 percent or 
more of the Midsouth soybean production 
would be affected by this change. No evi
dence was present at Memphis to disprove 
our conclusion that· if the proposed change 
went through that 90 percent of our Ogden
type soybeans would grade as mixed. This 
was the case before the change in 1949. If 
they were classed as mixed in 1948 and b'efore 
what new method bas been developed to tell 
class by the variety predominate color and 
how could variety purl ty be proven? In 
other words how could an inspector tell the 
difference between a bleached Ogden and a 
pale S-100 to say that the sample was a mix
ture of green and yellow varieties or just a 
sample of Ogden-type soybean and therefore 
are classed green and just happen to have 
10 percent or more that just happen to be 
faded yellow? 

We recognized the Department's desire and 
the need to make a grade and class such 
that it will tell the buyer if he wants that 
certain quality or not. We agree that under 
the present standards for soybeans it is not 
always possible for the buyer to get just 
what be wants by buying a certain grade and 
cla-ss but as one of the speakers at Memphis 
pointed out No.2 hard wheat does not always 
describe just what type of No. 2 hard wheat 
that a buyer wants. Therefore, a buyer will 
say that he wants Kansas or Texas No.2 Hard 
Wheat and not Illinois No. 2 Hard Wheat. 
Today 1::10St buyers that need a yellow-coated 
soybean for their special products have 
found that they can get what they want by 
saying that they want a No. 2 yellow soy
bean from Illinois points or maybe Ohio. 
We feel that since the buyer can get yellow
coated soybeans by saying what he wants 

that it ls not right to penalize the Midsouth 
that bas no high yielding soybean that isn't 
mixed with green and yellow coats. We 
realize that you cannot sell a person for long 
something that he does not want so if it 
was not possible for a buyer to get yellow
coated soybeans without changing the stand
ards we would not be opposed but as he can 
get yellow-coated soybeans leave the stand
ards alone. 

Respectfully submitted. 
PAUL C. HUGHES, 

President. 

Mr. Speaker, from this brief outline of 
the facts it should be readily seen that 
this proposed change will work a great 
hardship on the South. 

However, Mr. Speaker, in discussions 
with Mr. Barr and with Mr. Clyde M. 
Jackson, of the Grain :Uivision, I have 
been unable to find a basis for this pro
posal. 

I trust that the Department will aban
don the reclassification plan. If it is put 
into effect the Southern soybean grower 
will be forced to sell his commodity at an 
appreciable smaller return . 

The order should not be put into ef
fect as it would work a severe economic 
hardship on a large section of the coun
try. 

America's Business Future 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. WILLIAM F. -KNOWLAND 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, February 25, 1955 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask 'unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD an address delivered at 
Youngstown, Ohio, last night by the Sen
ator from Ohio [Mr. BENDER] dealing 
with the subject of America's business 
future. 

There being r..o objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

I am very happy to be here with you this 
evening after the most strenuous 2 weeks I 
have put in since the campaign. In the last 
10 days I have been talking to men and 
women all over the State of Ohio and in 
Pennsylvania. People sometimes ask me why 
I accept so many invitations and why I work 
so bard at my job. I can tell you the truth
! enjoy it: The more I see the people the 
more I enjoy it. 

There is a great alertness in our country 
today. People are better informed on public 
affairs than they have ever been. They are 
often skeptical, but they are ready to listen 
to reason, and I think they have a real un
derstanding of our country's basic problems. 

Talking to you business and professional 
people, I know that I reflect the thinking of 
the overwhelming majority of the American 
people in what I am going to say. We have 
changed our country's outlook tremendously 
in the last few years. When all of us were a 
little younger our country's position was 
vastly different from what it is today. A 
generation ago we were a creditor nation, to 
be sure, but we had not yet realized all the 
implications of the position. Today, we have 
discovered what the British learned in the 
19th century. The country which provides 
the world's financial foundations auto
matically assumes the responsibility of pre
serving these foundations. · 

This is, I think, the most important corol
lary of our new role in the world. Whether 
we like it or not, and many of us do not 
like it, a position of world leadership has 
been thrust upon us. I know that many of 
us would like nothing better than an oppor
tunity to live our lives in peace and content
ment. We have virtually all of the things 
we need upon this great North American 
Continent to provide for the needs of our 
country. If we were to stay at home, mind
ing our own business, we would not require 
some of the raw materials which must be 
obtained from foreign sources for military 
forces. 

If we could turn back the hands of time 
to the 19th century many of us would be far 
happier with our lot. 

This is all a bygone dream. The world 
will not let us enjoy the luxuries of isolation. 
This last week a brigadier general of the 
Army told a group, over which I . presided 
in Cleveland, that our entire system of mili
tary air defense is on a 24-hour 20-minute 
alert basis. Every military station in the 
country is prepared to go into action on 20 
minutes' notice. This is a frightening pros
pect. But it illustrates the tension of the 
times in which we live. Today the expanding 
frontiers of science have compressed the 
world into a globe which is, figuratively, no 
bigger tha.n a baseball. You can almost put 
your bands around it. Our means of com
munication can span the oceans in a matter 
of seconds. No one knows the exact speed 
of our potential guided missiles. Some of 
my scientific friends tell me that there is 
probably no theoretical limit which we can 
establish. Planes can already span our own 
country in a matter of 4 hours. If we can 
do these things, intelligence dictates the 
sobering knowledge that our possible enemies 
may do the same. 

I say these things, not because I am fearful _ 
of the future, but because I believe sincerely 
that we sometimes think and react as if we 
could forget these facts of life. Often men 
and women who are confronted with the 
knowledge of something too frightening to 
contemplate, push it so far into the back
ground that they lose all power of action. 
The Eisenhower administration has not made 
this mistake. Our President is a remarkable 
man. He has learned from long and bitter 
experience how to face a disturbing situation 
and how to live with it. When he relaxes 
it is only because he knows that he must do 
so in order to face the reality which he can 
never really escape. 

There are people in our country who make 
a serious mistake of political judgment. 
Some of them have been writing me letters, 
declaring that they see no difference be
tween the foreign policy of President Eisen
hower and the foreign policy of President 
Truman. Nothing could be more erroneous. 
Truman and Acheson believed in waiting for 
the blow to strike. They did not anticipate. 
They did not plan. As a result, when the 
enemy did strike, in 1950, we were shockingly 
unprepared. Despite the fact that we had 
spent billions of dollars for defense purposes, . 
our defenses in the Far East were grossly 
unprepared. Today that has been changed 
entirely. We are prepared for any emer
gency. We are not cocky. We have no chip 
on our shoulder. But, we are on the alert. 
More than this, our Secretary of State, act
ing under the President's direction, has 
taken the lead in organizing the free coun
tries of Asia and the Pacific to meet any 
threat. For the first time in the history of 
the world, we are parties to an agreement in 
the Pacific. I want to call your attention to 
one of the specific terms of the Southeast 
Asia Treaty Organization. This provision 
declares that any of the countries involved 
may call for help from their allies to resist 
not only external agression, but also inter
n al subversion. This is a most important de
velopment. In the past the Communist 
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technique has been simple. They have in
filtrated governments. They have used na
tive Communists to stir up discontent and 
when they were challenged, they invariably 
said, "This is an internal problem, and it is 
none of your business." This is not going to 
happen again-thanks to the foresight of our 
President and his administration. 

There is another vital distinction between 
the policies of President Eisenhower and his 
predecessors. Mr. Truman told American 
military leaders that they could go so far and 
no farther. He told our fliers that if they are 
attacked they could pursue their attackers 
up to point X. And then turn back. He told 
one of the greatest living military experts 
that he could not attack-he could only de
fend. President Eisenhower has reversed 
this entirely. If any one fires at an American 
plane, on an American ship, or on an Ameri
can soldier, we are going to fire back. The 
prestige and dignity of the American people 
will no longer be ignored and trampled into 
the dust without retaliation. I think our 
people are sick and tired of playing the 
Communist game. We know that if we give 
them an inch they will take a yard. If we 
give them a yard-they will take a mile. 

These are by no means the only differences 
that I can see in the administration's pro
gram. Right here at home, our President is 
doing his utmost to cut wasteful, meaning
less spending of the taxpayers money. We 
are reducing bloated Federal payrolls. We 
are trying to establish intelligent order in
side the bureaucracy that has grown up over 
the years. This is not easy. It involves 
human beings and no public official enjoys 
the prospect of dismissing any employee. 
We can't help remembering that each one of 
them has a family-and a vote. But nothing 
that I have seen in public life comes closer 
to sheer downright political opium smoking 
than the latest stunt of the Democrats in 
Washington. For months they have been 
shouting to the high heavens about the re
duction of military personnel by the Eisen
hower administration. They have been cry
ing for more public housing. They have been 
asking for Federal funds for everything they 
can think of. Now they want to cut Federal 
taxes by $20 for every taxpayer and every 
dependent. 

This is the best political mousetrap since 
Ralph Waldo Emerson's. No one in public 
life ever wants to raise taxes and cut spend
ing. Everyone likes to cut taxes and in
crease spending, but unless somebody repeals 
the law of gravity and finds a way to keep 
going up higher and higher without ever 
comfng down, it can't be done. I do not be
lieve the American people will buy this kind 
of political goldbrick. 

Just what is my conclusion from all o! 
these observations? I am-you might not 
think it from what I have been saying-but 
I am an optimist. If I were not, I could not 
be a Republican. I was an active Republi
can when some of my colleagues were in 
hiding. But I have faith in America and 
its future. Our country shares that faith. 

· Every 24 hours in the last year our popula
tion, throughout the country, has increased 
by 11,000 people. Every 30 days we have 
added to our population a city the size of 
Syracuse. This physical fact alone is going 
to create tremendous needs-more housing, 
more schools, more clothing, more auto
mobiles, more savings, and more opportu
nities. More and more people reaching the 
age of retirement will be enjoying their years 
of rest. There will be more money to spend, 
more time to travel, and better health to 
enjoy it. The same technical skills which 
threaten the extermination of the world to
day can be used tomorrow to assure our coun
try of an almost incredible future. The 
atomic science that can throw hydrogen ra
diation to vast parts of the world can also 
fuel our factories, light our cities, and power 
every vehicle in the world. What we need 

is time-time to consolidate our knowledge
time to help mankind work out its destiny. 

I am a man of faith. I do not believe that 
we are born into existence simply for our 
self-destruction. I believe that we have the 
intelligence and the judgment to prevent 
such a catastrophe. Certainly, here in 
America, we have the will to do so. With 
your help and with the help of the Ameri
can people, I am sure that we will solve our 
problems, and that we will work together to 
create a world which will live and not die. 

Public Power and the So-Called Partner
ship Program oi the National Admin
istration 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. RICHARD L. NEUBERGER 
OF OREGON 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, February 25, 1955 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 
early in February I was asked by the 
North American Newspaper Alliance to 
present my support of public power and 
my opposition to the so-called partner
ship program of the national adminis
tration. At the same time, Secretary of 
the Interior Douglas McKay was invited. 
to state an opposite viewpoint on these 
vital issues. 

I ask, Mr. President, that both of these 
statements, in fairness to Mr. McKay 
and myself, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
SENATOR NEUBERGER DEFENDS PUBLIC POWER, 

STAND THAT GAVE HIM UPSET OREGON 
VICTORY 
(EDITOR's NOTE.-The junior Senator from 

Oregon, a Democrat, won an upset victory 
over Senator Guy Cordon, the incumbent Re
publican, in the traditionally Republican, 
Northwestern State. That victory, last No
vember, gave the Democrats control of the 
Senate. The big issue in the Oregon cam
paign was public power. In this exclusive 
article, Senator NEUBERGER explains his posi
tion on this issue.) 

(By Senator RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, of 
Oregon) 

WASHINGTON, February 2.-The ending of 
the public-power program can only mean 
economic stagnation in many key regions of 
the United States. The TVA and Bonneville 
and Grand Coulee Dams have brought elec
tricity to American farms, strengthened in
dustrial payrolls and during the war helped 
to make possible the production of atomic 
energy and 50,000 planes a year. 

Why did the Eisenhower administration, 
through Secretary of the Interior McKay, 
abolish so beneficial a program for what it 
calls "partnership?" 

Under partnership, the Government will 
put up half the cost of dams and private util
ities generally the other half. When the dam 
is built, the Government gets the fish lad
ders and locks and floodgates, which yield 
no revenue. The utility acquires the kilo
watts from the powerhouse for a period of at 
least 50 years. 

What is the purpose of this? Under the 
Federal program, power receipts have been 
pouring into the Treasury. The Government 
has invested $128,549,822 in construction 
costs and operating expenses for Bonneville 
Dam. Yet, after only 11 years of full opera-

tion, this project has put $48,825,958 in power 
revenues into public coffers. In fact, the 
whole Bonneville Power Administration, 
which markets energy from all Federal dams 
in the Northwest, has collected gross income 
of $370,565,589 through the sale of kilowatts. 

Why end this program for a vague part
nership which could benefit only the private 
utilities and raise the cost of power needed 
for western industrial development? It is 
significant, I think, that the administration 
proposes partnership for the magnificent 
hydroelectric sites along the Columbia River, 
but at the same time recommends fully Fed
eral dams for the far less valuable sites in 
the upper Colorado Basin where electric
power output is less profitable. In other 
words, the power companies get the cream, 
Uncle Sam the dregs. 

I have compared the partnership pro
posed by the administration to the building 
of a department store by two men. Each 
partner puts up half the money. After the 
store is erected, one man receives as his share 
the drinking fountains , revolving doors, fire 
escapes, and escalators. The other partner 
gets the sales counters. That describes the 
partnership scheme under which the Gov
ernment would get fish ladders while the . 
utility corporations take over the power
plants. 

Actually, partnership has proved to be 
the label for an empty package. In the 
2 years that the administration has been 
pushing the idea partnership has failed to 
get a single Northwest power project under 
way. The only tangible accomplishment has 
been a 2-year moratorium on Federal con
struction of the Big Priest Rapids project 
while a local public utility explores the feasi
bility of construction. Meanwhile, the spec
ter of a severe power shortage in the area
with inestimable economic repercussions
moves closer to reality. 

As long ago as 1908 two great progressive 
Republicans-Theodore Roosevelt and Gif
ford Pinchot-fought an historic battle to 
keep magnificent waterpower sites on moun
tain rivers away from what they then called 
the Power Trust. Contrast this with the 
desire of Secretary of the Interior McKay to 
give the great Hells Canyon site on the Snake 
River to the Idaho Power Co., a corporation 
which holds its annual meetings in Augusta, 
Maine, nearly 3,000 miles from Idaho. 

The Idaho Power Co: would not develop 
the full power. potential of Hells Canyon. 
Its rates are high, far higher than the Gov
ernment charges through the Bonneville 
Administration. Long before this contro
versy began, the Corps of Army Engineers 
recommended in their famous 308 report 
the construction of a multipurpose Federal 
dam in Hells Canyon. Why reject this mas
ter plan for development of the Snake River? 

The plan for full development of the 
Columbia River Basin, pioneered through 
the years by the Army engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation, is an engineering 
masterpiece. The plan calls for operation 
of ·dams throughout the basin in a unified 
system for maximum power production, 
flood control, irrigation, navigation, and 
protection of wildlife. This integrated op
eration increases efficiency and total use of 
the region's water resources. As a result, 
benefits from the whole river system-as a 
unit-become greater than the sum of its 
parts. 

From the standpoint of conservation, Hells 
Canyon is of major importance. If it is 
abandoned to partial development by a pri
vate company, as sought by the administra
tion, the multipurpose possibilities of the 
entire river system will be greatly reduced. 
Specifically, this will mean the loss of 3 
million acre-feet of storage for flood waters, 
loss of about 500,000 kilowatts of electricity, 
loss of assistance to irrigation from power 
revenues, less navigation, and fewer recrea
tion benefits. The shortsightedness of the 
administration in breaking up the -river pro-



1955 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 2195 
gram can be measured in countless millions 
of dollars. 
· I was born and raised in a region, the Pa

cific Northwest, where there is no coal, no 
oil, no natural gas. Our sole industrial fuel 
is falling water, water which flows to the 
sea for "as long as the sun shall set in the 
:::-ley and grass shall grow on the hills," to use 
a colorful Indian phrase. In the first decade 
that the Government tapped the swift 
reaches of the Columbia River, where lurks 
almost half of the Nation's potential hydro
electricity, industrial payrolls in Oregon and_ 
Washington soared · 329 percent. Think of 
the private enterprise, the tax revenues, the 
self-supporting families made ppssible by 
that great gain in factory employment. 

By any conceivable test, public power has 
been a success. It has brought comforts to 
farmers, jobs to workers, profits for business
men. Equally important, it is paying for 
itself. Grand Coulee Dam has had its full 
quota of turbines in action only since 1951, 
and yet $51,031,697 has been paid into the 
Treasury toward retiring an eventual power 
debt of $221,462,229. Under partnership a 
large portion of this income, instead of go
ing to the Federal Government, would be 
preempted by the private power companies. 

I":.OOM FOR BOTH PUBLIC AND PRIVATE POWER IN 
UNITED -STATES, SAYS SECRETARY MCKAY.-· 
AIM: MORE POWER FOR _,EOPLE'S UsE 
(EmToa's NoTE.--Secretary of the Interior 

McKay, at the suggestion of North Ameri
ean Newspaper Alliance, gives here· a blue
print of the Eisenhower administration's pol
icy on development of United States power 
resources.) 

(By Douglas McKay, Secretary of the 
Interior) 

WASHINGTON, February , .6.-The partner-. 
ship power ,program of the Eisenhower ad
ministration is not a question of public 
power versus private power, but whether 
there is to be Federal power, and Ji'ederal 
power only. 

The idea of partnership is very simple. It
is based on the concept of all the things that 
made this country what it is today-the 
greatest in the world. It is based on the 
pride that people take in initiative, in do
ing things for themselves. 

In the 1952 campaign, President Eisen
hower said at Seattle: 

"We need resource development, and we 
need it on a river-basin basis. We need re
source development, not to the limit of the 
whim of any administration in power, but 
to the limit of the capacity of the region to 
benefit. And to do that we need partnership 
to the limit of everyone's ability." 

There is the blueprint of the Eisenhower 
administration's power policy. First, we 
want to give local enterprise-either public 
or private--a chance to · develop its power 
1·esources. 

But when the-time comes when these agen
cies are either unable or unwilling to do so, 
then the Federal Government should step in 
and develop the power for the benefit of the 
people of the region. 

Public power is here and it is here to stay. 
There are some who insist there is no place 
in this Nation for it. I do not agree. There 
is room for both. public and private power 
and the job is to see that both are developed 
in a working arrangement which has but one 
goal-more power for use of the people. 

There is one fundamental difference be
tween those who support the partnership 
power policy and those who oppose it. 

We who support it do so to move toward a 
goal of more actual kilowatts, not conversa
tion kilowatts. More electrical power, not 
political power. 

Here is what we mean by partnership. 
We want local agencies, either public or 

private, to develop as much energy as they 
can. In some instances flood control, navi-

gation; recreation, fish and wildlife, and irri
gation come 1nto the picture. In these in
stances we -want to become partners in the 
project. 

Three big partnership programs were ap
proved in the 83d Congress. All were sup
ported by Republicans and Democrats alike. 
In two instances Democrats introduced the 
bills for the projects. 

So partnership is not partisan. I repeat, 
the disagreement is between those who want 
Federal power and Federal power only. 

Here is how the partnership policy works; 
Take, for instance, the big Priest Rapids· 

Dam in the State of Washington, which will 
produce more than 1 million kilowatts. 
Here a public utility district, owned and con
trolled by the people in the area, wants to 
build the dam and have the Government 
build the navigation and flood-control 
features. 

Congress approved the project and mem
bers of both parties joined. There are drill
ers now at work in that stretch of the Colum
bia River making test borings. It is a step 
toward the main goal-more power, not 
more conversation. 

Tal;:e, now, the Cougar Dam in my home 
E:tate. For years the Army engineers had 
approval of a flood-control dam on a fork 
cf the McKenzie River. Then up came the 
city of· Eugene, operating the oldest munici
pal power systell) in ' the State, and asked .to 
become a partner in the project. 
· The city of Eugene wants to build the· 
powerplant and pay for it and have the power 
available for the people in its area through 
the Northwest power pool. 

A short distance away fr·om Eugene .is the 
Green Peter Dam site. Here the Govern
ment again has a flood-control project in 
which it plans to build a dam. A private 
power company offers to build the power
house and take the power through the
Northwest power pool. 

Senator KERR. introdt..ced and Congress ap
proved a bill to permit a State-Federal part
nership in the development .of the Big Mark-. 
ham Ferry project in Oklahoma. That had 
been hanging fire for some time until the 
partnership idea led to its development. 

Senators HILL and SPARKMAN, of Alabama, 
well known as public-power advocates, sup
ported a proposal to deauthorize Federal de
velopment of the Coosa River in their State 
and permit the Alabama Power Co. to join 
in a partnership to get this project started. 

So, you see that Democrats and Republi
cans alike in the Congress have joined in get
ting projects started. Power is needed all 
over the country and this is just a faster way 
to get it. 

Just last month in my home State the 
partnership policy came up in the State house 
of representatives. It was in the form of 
a memorial to Congress supporting the Cou
gar Dam and Green Peter proposals. The 
vote was 44 to 16 for the memorial. 

Mrs. Richard L. Neuberger led the fight 
against the partnership. There are 25 Demo
crats in the Oregon house but 11 of them 
supported the partnership. Three of the 
11 were recently elected from the Hells Can
yon area. So, you see partnership meets 
with approval. 

On the main stem of the Columbia be
tween the Dalles Dam and the McNary Dam 
is the proposed John Day Dam. Here a 
group of private power companies want to 
join with public agencies to build the power
house and then take the power. They will 
simply be paying for their future power sup
plies in advance. 

Now, the argument that here the Govern
ment surrenders its revenue-producing fea
ture is fallacious. The Federal Government 
has always borne the cost of flood control 
and navigation. So the Government will 
not assume any more costs than it would if 
it built the dam alone. 

In Oregon the house of representatives 
asked Congress to approve .the project, ei-

ther as a partnet"ship or( an all-out Federal 
project. The Federal Government is not 
withdrawing from the power field. 
. The President's budget includes $20 mil
lion to enable the Federal Government to 
participate in 1956 in partnership develop
ments. The President has also recommended 
legislation authorizing the Bureau of Recla
mation to undertake construction of two 
comprehensive river-basin developments. 
These projects are beyond the capacity of 
local initiative, public or private. B::>th are 
needed for irrigation, po\ver, fl::>od control; 
and rr.unicipal and industrial water supply. 
These are the upper Colorado and the Fry
ingpan-Arkansas projects. They are vitally 
needed to conserve the water supply in the 
Intermountain States. 

These projects are beyond the ability of 
the local enterprise, either public or pri
vate, because they covered large areas in 
several States and require amounts of money 
beyond the capacity of anyone to raise ex
cept the Government. They meet the ad
ministration's standards and are being sup
ported. 

But to say that all power development 
must be Federal-all dams, all river develop
ment-is to ask the impossible from the 
money standpoint. To federalize completely 
all electric power and have control from 
Washington of all . water supplies and the. 
l,and .which dep_ends on these supplies is. 
such a program of bureaucratic control of 
America or of any region to which the people 
"ill never subscribe. 

. Ac;tom,lishments of the Eisenhower 
Administration 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. FREDERICK G. PAYNE 
OF MAINE 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, February 25, 1955 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, the ac
complishments of the Eisenhower ad
ministration in encouraging initiative 
and enterprise have not made headlines 
because they do not involve controversy 
and crises. But these unspectacular 
achievements of the past 2 years have 
been very important to every American. 
The quiet, undramatic progressive de
velopments the Eisenhower administra
tion is helping in America-without 
making sensational news-are important 
for the present and future of our people. 

This point was made very clearly by 
Treasury Secretary Humphrey in an 
address at Philadelphia last Wednesday, 
February 16. I ask unanimous consent 
that this .address be printed in the REc
ORD, so that all Senators may have a 
chance to read this accounting of the 
fiscal management of the first 2 Eisen
hower years. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS BY TREASURY SECRETARY HUMPHREY, 

FOLLOWING RECEIPT OF THE 1954 WILLIAM 
PENN AWARD OF THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
OF GREATER PHILADELPHIA, FEBRUARY 16, 
1955, BELLEVUE-STRATFORD HOTEL, PHILA• 
DELPHIA, PA. 
I am deeply honored to receive the 1954 

William Penn A ward of the Chamber of 
Commerce of Greater Philadelphia. It is a 
great privilege for me to receive this honor 
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as a member of President Eisenhower's 
administration. 

I am going to talk to you tonight not as 
secretru·y of the Treasury, not as a Cabinet 
officer, or even as a businessman who is now 
a bureaucrat. I will talk rather as a friend 
and fellow citizen and a taxpayer who shares 
with you the responsibility of good govern
ment, of keeping America the land of oppor
tunity-the land where the economy of 
today must build for the economy of to
morrow by its wisdom, its soundness, and 
its farsightedness. We must build a world 
with more and better opportunities for our 
children and our children's children and not 
a worid that will take opportunity away from 
them. 

The problems and accomplishments I 
speak of tonight are the problems of every 

. citizen, and the accomplishments are the 
work of all who, by their own efforts, have 
helped to build soundness and opportunity 
by hard work and honest endeavor. 

I am going to talk to you tonight not of 
headlines, controversy, and crises, but of the 
quiet, undramatic, progressive developments 
that are going on all around us in America. 
There have been no headlines to tell you that 
inore than 60 million Americans are working 
at -jobs of their own choosing-jobs that 
they are free to leave or change if and when
ever they so desire. There are no headlines 
to tell yoti that about 55 percent of the 47 
million families in America own their own 
homes, that Americans have savings of $80 
bil-lion in life-insurance policies; almost $50 
billion in United States savings bonds; and 
$25 billion in retirement pension funds. 
There are no headlines to remind you that 
stringent wartime Government controls no 
longer hamper 0r restrict the individual . or 
the businessman. And there are no head
lines to herald the stirring return of confi
dence of Americans in their Government, in 
each other, and. in our ability and strength 
to do whatever may be requir,ed of us in any 
emergency. 

I am even more encouraged to talk about 
these simple principles that have · made our 
country great when I read over the list of 
names of _ those who have ·been previous 
recipients of the William Penn Award, show
ing that the Philadelphia Chamber of Com
merce over the years has been honoring men 
who stand for the same principles of free, 
competitive enterprise and initiative which 
we now believe are basic to our American 
way of life-the way of life which has yet 
to be surpassed anywhere in this world of 
ours. 

It has been a dedicated goal of the Eisen
hower administration to keep alive and 
vigorous the priceless principles of free, com
petitive enterprise and initiative. But we 
must do more than keep them alive and 
vigorous. We must keep them growing and 
always developing the new things and the 
better ways of doing 'things which have made 
this Nation great. 

What has been done in encouraging initi
ative and enterprise .has not been sensational 
or dramatic. But it has been important to 
every Amer~can in his daily life. It is im

'pprtant _to the standard of living of every 
American worker and his loved ones. And 
it is vitally important to the defense ·of all 
Americans against any possible enemy at
tack, for the power and strength of American 
industrial capacity is the very foundation of 
our security. 

It is often true that "good news" is "no 
news" to attract public attention in the 
daily news outlets of press, radio, and TV. 
Yet the quiet, undramatic, progressive de
velopments that are going on in Americar
without making sensational news--are im
portant for the present and future of our 
people. 

I have no quarrel with what makes news. 
I make these observations only as ·a reason 
for talking a little tonight about some of 
the constructive things that have been done 

during the past 2 years-important things 
which are worth mentioning because they 
do not draw the attention that controversy 
and violence do. 

What ar~ some of these unspectacular 
things that this administration has been 
helping to accomplish during the past 2 
years? 

The undramatic but steady and healthy 
progress which has been going on in this 
country has increased the confide~ce of all 
Americans in the possibilities of our future. 
This increasing confidence is the most im
portant stimulant to the development of the 
strength of our Nation's economy, with the 
careful and quiet assistance of an adminis
tration which knows that Government can 
do relatively little except to help to properly 
set a stage upon which free vigorous Ameri
cans can perform . 

OUr Nation has made the transition from 
a wartime high to a lower level of Govern
ment spending without a major economic 
upset. This transition was helped substan..: 
tially by heavy tax cuts and other moves 
stimulating confidence. 

While there is still high tension in many 
places, there is no armed warfare between 
major powers at any point on the globe as 
of this moment. There is peace, uneasy as 
it is, as far as American fighting men are 
concerned. War in Korea has halted. War 
in Indochina has ceased. 

The present improved relationships in 
many places throughout the world have been 
achieved by ceaseless and dedicated pursuit 
of solutions· for the vexing and serious wide
spread international problems. It is a 
treacherous path. Bold risks must some
times be taken, but success to date is high 
proof of the competence and wisdom of the 
policies which have . been adopted in wr.es-. 
tling with this problem of preserving the 
peace and making it more secure. 

Inflation ,has been stopped. , In the past 
2 years the value of the dollar has changed 
only one-fifth of 1 cent. This compares 
with a drop in the value of the dollar from 
100 cents in 1939 to only 52 cents in Janu
ary 1953. All departments and many. peo
ple in Government have been working hard 
for, and insisting upon getting, our Federal 
spending under control. Deficits, which lead 
to more borrowing and so to inflation, have 
been cut substantially. 

The Federal Reserve System has acted 
promptly, courageously, and wisely to adopt 
monetary and credit policies which have met 
the needs of the economy while walking the 
fine line between deflation and inflation. 
And the Treasury has done its bit in halt
ing inflation, and avoiding deflation, by 
doing its borrowing so as to be as careful 
as possible concerning its . effect upon the 
constructive course of the economy. 

This is well illustrated by the issue and 
highly successful placement only a few days 
ago of nearly $2 billion in 40-year 3-percent 
bonds. They are the longest bonds that 
have been sold by the Government since an 
issue to help pay for the Panama Canal in 
1911. 

There is nothing academic about the im
portan'ce of keeping inflation locked out. 
The value of earnings and savings can be 
protected in no other way. Just realize that 
55 out of every 100 families in America now 
earn more than $4,000 a year as compared 
with only 10 out of 100 earning $4,000 a 
year early in the century in terms of to
day's prices. And recall the millions of own
ers of their homes, accounts in savings banks, 
savings bonds, insurance policies, and pen
sions, of which I spoke just a moment ago. 
Because this Nation has quietly become a 
nation of haves rather than have-nots, in
flation must stay checked to protect the 
earnings and savings of millions of Amer
icans. 

We had a cash balance between money 
collected from the public and money paid 
out by the Government last year. Although 

we will not have a cash balance this year, 
we are estimat-ing a small surpl1,1s in the 
fiscal year ahead. The total debt has con
tinued to grow because of the large deficit 
we inherited in our first year in office and 
the subsequent deficits, even though they 
have been much smaller. But the inflation
ary effect of deficit financing has been al
most wholly eliminated now that most of 
the increase in debt is being financed by 
securities issued to Government trust funds 
rather than borrowing from the public. 

In fiscal 1956, spending will be almost $12 
billion less than in 1953. We have not yet 
balanced the budget. We could have done 
so in 1954, but a big tax cut was more 
stimulating to a growing economy and we 
beliend that it was better for the people 
to have more of their own money left with 
them to spend, as they thought best, rather 
than to have the Government spending it 
for them. We have cut the deficit from more 
than ·$9 billion in fiscal 1953 to what we 
estimate will be less than $2¥2 billion in 
1956. We are still a year and a half away 
from the end of that period, a-nd we have 
every hope of cutting this deficit even fur
ther if some development elsewhere in the 
world does not upset our plans. 

There is nothing in the Formosa situation 
or elsewhere in the world which up to this 
moment has altered our budget program 
for reduced . expenditures in the year to 
come. And reduced expenditures we make 
do not mean reduced defenses. 

As ·the President has said, the United 
States is in a stronger position to defend 
itself agaii).st aggression than it was 2 years 
ago. The Defense Department has developed 
a better balanced, more mobile and flexible 
and effective defense .establishment at lower 
cost to the -taxpayers. 

Progress has been made in reducing waste 
and extravagance. Obsolete equipment and 
supplies are being eliminated. There is' 
much left to be done, but- that does not alter 
the fact that much has already been accom
plished. We , have a far better balanced 
program. We are making progress in real 
unification in the armed services, so that 
competition between them is less likely to 

·duplicate efforts and expenditures that 
squander both tax money and our national 
resources. Greater unity adds strength to 
our defense position. 

We can and we must spend whatever is 
needed for our security; that is our first 
concern. But we know that real security 
does not result simply from spending huge 
amounts of money. The worth of our de
fense must be measured not by its costs but 
by its wisdom. 

The President's decisions on our defense 
forces are recognition of the fact that in this 
age of almost unbelievable developments in 
science and production techniques, we can
not have a static defense committed to old
fashioned strategy and weapons. Real 
security for our Nation over an extended 
period must also rest upon a sound and 
grow~ng economy. , . · 

As cuts in future expenditures all through 
the Government's operations come clearly 
into sight, and if at the same time our ex
panding economy promises greater income 
with lesser rates of tax, we will look forward 
to further reductions in our tax structure, 
distributed as fairly as possible among all 
taxpayers. 

The expectation of further tax reduction 
and the maintenance of sound fiscal policies 
are firm foundation stones creating greater 
confidence in our fu~ure prosperity. 
- These, then, have been fine, worthwhile 

accomplishments for the good of the Nation, 
its economy, and its future. They have been 
accomplished without fanfare or sensational 
controversy. In the Cabinet and in the 
agency heads in this administration, there 
exists a wonderful team spirit which has re
sulted in real accomplishment with . few 
headline battles. -
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The role which the Government can play 

in the economic affairs of the Nation should 
be limited. Government manipulation is the 
antithesis of a free Am•erica, and encroach
ment by Government in restricting the free
dom of its citizens should be limited to do
ing, as Lincoln said, "for a community of 
people whatever they need to have done, but 
cannot do at all, or cannot so well do for 
themselves-in their separate and individual 
capacities. In all that the people can indi
vidually do for themselves, Government 
ought not to interfere." 

The future of free America lies in the 
initiative, the resourcefulness, the tenacity, 
daring, and courage of 160 million Ameri
cans, each free to choose how best he can 
promote his own interest and the interest 
and future of his loved ones in whatever 
way he can best devise only so long as he 
does not interfere with the rights of others. 
It is the cumulative power of this great ef
fort which has made America great in the 
past and which I am convinced will drive us 
ahead in the future at an accelerated pace in 
excess of anything we have ever known be
fore. 

You and I as citizens must participate in 
this great drive toward a better America. 
As such a citizen, I am pleased and proud 
to accept this fine award from the Chamber 
of Commerce of Greater Philadelphia, and to 
receive it in recognition of the contributions 
which President Eisenhower's administration 
has made to the advancement of the economy 
of this Nation. 

Address by Hon. Herbert Brownell, Jr., 
AHorney General of the United States, 
Before the Republican State Conven
tion, Detroit, Mich., February 19, 1955 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. GERALD R. FORD, JR. 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 25, 1955 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
to extend my remarks I include an ad
dress delivered by the Honorable Her
bert Brownell, Jr., Attorney General of 
the United States, before the Republi
can State Convention held at Detroit, 
Michigan., on Saturday, February 19,, 
1955: 

It's always a pleasure for me to get away 
from Washington for a "few hours, to meet 
and talk with fellow Republicans. It's an 
opportunity to keep a true perspective on 
American's problems and America's dreams. 

We had a lot of both 2 years ago when 
the members of ~he Republican adminis
tration moved to Washington. Thank good
ness, I can report that many of the worst 
problems have been conquered and that 
many of America's dreams are closer to 
reality. Our Nation has gone a long way 
under the inspiring leadership of Dwight D. 
Eisenhower. He has proven to political 
friend and foe alike that he is truly a great 
man, a great President. 

Michigan has a wonderful squad working 
on President Eisenhower's team. You have 
given our President men of outstanding 
ability and integrity. Charley Wilson is do
ing a great job at Defense, and so is Governor 
Brucker. Joe Dodge put a lot of good old 
Michigan commonsense into the budget. 
Art Summerfield is putting the Post Office on 
a realistic, businesslike base. Senator PoT
TER has displayed the foresight so vital to 

sound legislation and decent legislative con-. 
duct. 

Every one of them-and a lot of other 
Michigan peole-are devoting long, long 
hours of unselfish work for the administra
tion and for the Nation. I know you are as 
proud of them as those of us who are privi
leged to work with them. 

I'm just as proud of the fine performance 
of Fred Kaess here in Detroit and Wendell 
Miles in western Michigan. They are two 
of the best of the Justice Department's 
group of outstanding United States Attor
neys. 

Your personal interest in government and 
world affairs is heightened, too, as work 
progresses on the St. Lawrence Seaway. 
Here is a project which was just a fond 
dream since George Wash:ngton first envi
sioned it. And the seaway, as you know, 
has been advocated by every President since 
McKinley. Yet, when Dwight Eisenhower 
presented the facts and the needs fully
and then went to bat for it-a Republican 
Congress passed the legislation to make that 
dream a reality. The seaway will bring 
deep-draft oceangoing vessels to the Lakes, 
letting your industry compete equitably for 
foreign trade. It will mean new factories, 
new jobs, and new prosperity for Michigan 
and for the entire Nation. History shows 
that any major advance in transportation 
benefits the entire Nation's economy-not 
just that of the immediate area served. 

And let's talk realistically about pros
perity for just a moment. 

It · was a big issue up here last fall. You 
still were making the transition from a war
time boom, based on blood and bullets, to a 
peacetime economy, based on the needs of 
our growing population and our rising stand
ard of living. Also, campaign time was 
change-over time in the auto industry and a 
lot of people were temporarily out of work. 

There was a lot of political talk of gloom 
and doom in the past 2 years. Yet, today, no 
one challenges the fact that your Republican 
administration has guided the Nation suc
cessfully from a wartime to a peacetime 
economy without the great depression so 
many predicted. No one challenges the fact 
that your Republican administration has 
helped bring our Nation instead its two most 
prosperous years in history in terms of wages, 
in terms of jobs, and in terms of earnings. 
We're well on our way right now to a third 
fine year. 

This all was done without mirrors and 
without controls on the economy--on the 
prices a businessman could ask or the wages 
a worker could seek. Even more important, 
both can now plan realistically on the buy
ing power of the dollar they will earn later 
this month, or next summer, or next winter, 
because inflation has been halted. The re
tired couple no longer find 10 or 20 dollars 
being taken out of each hard won hundred 
dollars every year by unchecked inflation. 
Neither do the parents trying to save money 
to give their children an education, nor the 
young couple saving for a decent home of 
their own, nor the farmer saving for new 
Inachinery or new stock. 

All this is to the benefit of all Americans. 
So is the sense of security and faith that 
came from the end of that inflation, the end 
of the fighting in Kor.ea, the end of loose 
security in Government, the end of corrup
tion in Washington. It is such matters of 
the common good I wish to discuss primarily 
today because President Eisenhower's entire 
aim is to be a President for all Americans. 

We all recall proudly that Republican 
Abraham Lincoln declared repeatedly he was 
for that "which will give the greatest good 
to the greatest number." Republican 
Dwight Eisenhower said in his recent state 
of the Union message, "Let the general good 
be our yardstick on every great issue." 

The philosophy of Lincoln has returned to 
Washington. 

President Eisenhower summed it up well 
for us when he said: 

"This administration is committed to a 
program of progressive moderation." 

He said that program must be "liberal in 
its human concerns, conservative in its eco
nomic proposals, constructively dynamic and 
optimistic in its appraisal of the future." · 

Progressive moderation is nothing new to 
the Nation or to the Republican Party. In 
a speech generally credited with uniting 
factions within the party just 2 years after 
its founding, Lincoln asked his fellow Repub
licans to "appeal to the moderation" of the 
people. He declared that "we will grow 
strong by calmness and moderation." 

I think you will agree that all forward
looking Americans can support a program of 
progressive moderation, especially when we 
consider what President Eisenhower said in 
applying it to the individuals and what the 
administration seeks to do for those individ
uals. It was this, and I quote : 

"We seek increase in their opportunity to 
enjoy good health, good schools, good homes; 
we seek a lessening in their fear of personal 
disaster and in the impact of hardships 
beyond their control. In this endeavor, we 
reject Federal domination over State and 
community, for we seek to strengthen-not 
weaken-the historic self-reliance of our 
people." 

What does all this mean in specific terms? 
Well, I think we should first review quickly 
the first 2 years of the Republican admin
istration and the steps to carry out this pro
gram of making this a better Nation for all 
to live in and to enjoy. 

Most necessary, of course, in pursuit of this 
goal is a strong, growing economy. By keep
ing it vigorous and free, we create more and 
more opportunities and an ever-widening 
share in prosperity for our people. 

What has your administration already done 
to help? Several things. For instance, I've 
discussed how controls were removed from 
wages, prices, and rna terials. Then, through 
reducing Federal spending, an unprecedented 
tax cut was possible, and Ainericans as in
dividuals were the beneficiaries. The tax 
cuts also encouraged increased spending, 
which in turn brought about greater pro
duction and more job opportunities. Couple 
these moves with the flexible monetary and 
debt management policies of the administra
tion and this is the result: a halt to inflation 
and stabilization of the value of the dollar. 

Meantime, the administration created. an 
atmosphere conducive to good labor-man
agement relations. An unprecedented low 
of work stoppages due to strikes was reached. 
Man-days of idleness due to strikes in 1954 
were the fewest in any year since the end 
of World War II. This resulted from th.e 
administration's belief that Government has 
no place at the bargaining table-that labor 
and management can settle their problems 
over that table without the Government sit
ting with either side. 

And there's another helping hand which 
is being extended to the unionman, as part 
of a drive against the evil elements of or
ganized crime. Extortion and bribery by 
labor racketeers had become a flourishing 
and lucrative business. This not only im
peded commerce and industry. More impor
tant, it reflected unfairly on the millions of 
honest workingmen who were caught up as 
pawns of these labor racketeers. 

A special section on Organized Crime and 
Racketeering was created in the Department 
of Justice last year. With the cooperation 
and assistance of the FBI, this section has 
been vigorously investigating labor racket
eering. At present, it is initiating about 
50 investigations every month. The effort 
is paying off. 

During 1954, 65 of these racketeers were 
indicted in 37 cases and there were 28 con
victions. So far this year, there have been 
nine more convictions or pleas of guilty. 
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Contrast that, if you will, with .a complete 
absence of any convictions under the anti
racketeering laws in 1951, 1952, and 1953. 

Among those convicted was a racketeer 
who sought to extort more than $1 million 
from contractors for a powerplant for the 
Atomic Energy Commission. His actions 
cost the Government millions of dollars be
cause of delays in construction. An Illinois 
man was sentenced to 4 years for extortion 
in a 700-mile pipeline project needed to serve 
the Chicago and Indiana area. A man tabbed 
the Duke of Indiana for the power he wielded 
for his own selfish gains pleaded guilty to 
attempting extortion in connection with 
road construction. And a longshoreman's 
leader in New York was convicted recently 
for taking gratuities from a trucking concern 
with which he supposedly was dealing on 
behalf of his union. Ample warning has 
been served that the Government will not 
stand ,idly by while the unionman and the 
businessman are being victimized by the 
ruthless and greedy use of power by labor 
racketeers. 

That is a matter of the common good. 
So are the tax reductions which have to
taled more than $7 billion a year. More 
than half goes directly to the individual 
taxpayer, the consumer. And indirectly they 
benefit from the rest. It now looks, barring 
unusual developments, that a further tax 
cut will be possible next year. . 

Let's look at what was done in the social 
security field. Carrying out the 1952 pledge, 
Republicans improved many ·of the ills of 
the program. They added 10 million Ameri
cans to the eligibility rolls. They increased 
benefits for more than 6 million now en
titled to and drawing benefits. On the un
employment compensation side of the pic
ture, the President recommended to the 
States increased weekly benefits, while cov
erage was extended to an additional 4 mil
lion persons, including Federal employees 
who previously were not entitled to ·pro
tection. 

Here in Michigan a major industry is pro
duction of automotive vehicles. You will 
benefit from the record Federal-aid highway 
program allotting $875 million a year to the 
States. And while making it easier for our 
people generally who use the roads, it also 
will increase the market for vehicles. Hence 
your State will have both direct and indi
rect benefits. 

One of the most important things in life 
1s health. Over the years hospital facilities 
particularly have failed to keep up with 
the demand. We now have a 3-year hospi
tal construction program embracing grants 
totaling $182 million. 

What about homes? Well, the adminis
tration and Congress worked otit a housing 
program permitting longer mortgages, there
by stimulating home ownership. It also 
speeded up slum clearance and encouraged 
remodeling, modernization, and repair of 
homes. 

What about the future? President Eisen
hower said that the wise course for Govern
ment in 1955 is to direct its program prin
cipally toward fostering long-term economic 
growth rather than toward imparting an 
immediate upward thrust to economic 
activity. 

What did he suggest to Congress? Simply 
stated, he suggested a program which you 
and I naturally support and which, I know, 
all people of Michigan want. Here are the 
major recommendations: 

1. Extension of personal security against 
the hazards of unemployment. 

2. Strengthened minimum wage legisla
tion. 

3. Protection of savings in credit unions. 
4. Increased Presidential discretionary 

authority to vary the terms of insured mort
gage loans in the interest of economic 
stability. 

5. Au~horization of a great 10-year pro
gram to modernize the interstate · highway 

system-this on top of what already has been 
done. 

6. Meeting the nationwide need for school 
construction. 

7. Creation of a coordinator of public
works planning and a revolving fund for ad
vances to States and municipalities for pub
lic-works planning. 

All of these proposals, plus the others now 
pending or to be sent to Congress, will create 
a favorable atmosphere for economic activ
ity. They will encourage private initiative. 
The Federal Government would be in a posi
tion to help State and local governments in 
providing needed public facilities. They 
would provide greater opportunities for the 
less fortunate of our population and help 
all to cope with the hazards of unemploy
ment, illness, old age. 

In the field of health, the Nation is failing 
to exert proper efforts to reduce the impact 
of disease. This administration, under lead
ership of President Eisenhower, is urging 
steps which will alleviate the situation. 

Establishment of a Federal health rein
surance service to encourage private health
insurance organizations in .offering broad
ened benefits to those insured and to provide 
coverage to more people has been recom
mended. 

I noted enthusiastically as I entered this 
hall the youthfulness of all of you. The 
youngest of you, I know, are beginning to 
understand, as oldsters do already, the eco
nomic strain on a family that comes in time 
of illness or injury. 

Now, any one of us could become what 
the medical profession is now calling the 
medically indigent. They are referring to 
that time when any one of us could be faced 
with medical bills which we just could not 
afford to pay. Group hospitalization pro-;
grams and the prepaid surgical plans avail
able in some communities have done some 
good in meeting this problem. This is true 
also in the case of aid toward medical, thera
peutic, hospital and similar bills by such 
organizations as the Tuberculosis Associa
tion, the Infantile Paralysis Fund, Heart 
Fund, and others. But more is needed. 

The reinsurance proposal of the President 
would furnish a system for broad sharing 
among health-insurance organizations of 
the risks of experimentation. It would be 
the incentive for improvement in existing 
insurance plans, and encourage better pro
tection, particularly against expensive ill
nesses. And it would mean extension of 
these private voluntary health-insurance 
plans .to millions of additional people. It 
contemplates a reasonable capital fund, 
using it as necessary to reinsure programs 
>:hich would meet the needs which I have 
outlined. 

We also hope Congress will authorize sep
arate Federal matching of State and local 
expenditures for the medical care needed by 
public-assistance recipients. As proposed by 
the President, it would provide better care 
for the aged, the permanently and totally 
disabled, the blind, and children deprived of 
parental care. 

Also recommended to Congress is a pro
gram to .further stimulate construction of 
more health facilities, such as hospitals, 
clinics, and technical establishments. As 
proposed by the President, the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare would be 
authorized by Congress to insure, for a small 
premium, mortgage loans made by private 
lending institutions for the construction of 
such facilities. This program, I am sure, 
would go a long way to help the many com
munities which today lack some, if not all, 
of these things needed for the protection of 
the health of our people. 

Another part of the health program is 
designed to end the shortage of nurses. 
Recommended are a 5-year program of grants 
to State agencies for training practical 
nurses; and an expansion of Public Health 

Service .operations · to establish traineeships 
for graduate nurses in specialties such as 
administration, teaching, and research. In 
addition, Mr. Eisenhower has proposed re
vision of the present public health grant 
programs to include authority for training 
in all public health specialties, including 
men tal health. 

These are well-formulated plans. These, 
plus other elements of the health prograll\ 
proposed by your administration, represent 
a real attack against problems standing in 
the way of a stronger and healthier United 
States. 

One other program the President has pro
posed means something to all of us. It is 
the proposal for Federal cooperation with 
the States to give our children as quickly as 
possible the classrooms they must have. As 
you know, there is a deficit of 300,000 class
rooms, and with mounting enrollments at 
least 50,000 new classrooms must be com
pleted each year just to care for this new 
crop of youngsters. What is happening is 
that the present construction rate is barely 
keeping up to the mounting enrollment, so 
the deficit of 300,000 classrooms is being cut 
only slightly. 

Viewing this as an emergency and for pur
poses of meeting it on that basis only pend
ing results of nationwide conferences, the 
administration has proposed to widen ac
cepted channels of financing, without inter
fering with the responsibilities of State and 
local school systems. 

Congress has been asked to authorize the 
Federal Government to purchase school 
bonds issued by local communities which are 
handicapped in selling bonds- at reasonable 
interest :rates. This would be possible if 
Congress authorizes appropriation of $750 
million for use in the next 3 years. It 
is also proposed that the Federal Govern
ment be authorized to participate with the 
States in establishing and maintaining for 
State school-building agencies an initial re
serve fund. Thus, we would ·help those com
munities which are unable to build schools 
because of restrictive debt limits and which 
now ,depend on -State agencies.' With such 
a program, $6 billion worth of building would 
be possible in the next 3 years: 

Other . elements of the proposed program 
would provide for grants to school districts 
wi.th proved need, and lack of local income; 
and grants to .states for administrative costs 
of State programs. 

These are some of the th~ngs now planned 
to make this a better America, by protect
ing our most precious asset-our people. 

What ·we do this year and next will con
tinue to merit the support of the great ma
jority of our citizens. 

They already have seen a Republican Party 
devoted to serving needs of all people. 

It will continue to serve the people well. 
Under the inspiring and courageous lead

ership of President Eisenhower, we cannot 
fail. · 

Neuromuscular Research 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. J. PERCY PRIEST 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 25, 1955 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, Federal 
legislation is not the solution to all the 
problems uncovered by the comprehen
sive health inquiry made by the House 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com
mittee during 1953 and 1954. As ln the 
past, most of the responsibility must be 
assumed by private individuals and in-
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stitutions. As chairman of the commit· 
tee, I call attention to a particular need 
in the :field of research that was de· 
veloped partly by the recent hearings. 
In order to avoid any partisan approach 
to this critical human situation, the 
Honorable CHARLES A. WOLVERTON, 
chairman of the committee during the 
1953-54 hearings, joins me in inviting 
comment and constructive suggestions. 
Our joint comment follows: 

In the health inquiry directed by the 
House Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee during 1953 and 1954, it was 
found that about 20 million persons are 
affected by neurological and sensory disor
ders for most of which medical science has 
discovered neither causes nor means of spe
cific treatment, and that the deaths from 
these diseases are exceeded only by the num
ber of persons dying from cancer and heart 
disease. 

It was even more startling to learn that 
public and Federal Government expendi
tures from 1951 to 1952 for research and 
treatment for each victim of a neurological 
or sensory disorder averaged only 3 cents, 
while $29 was spent for each victim of cancer 
and $1.75 for each victim of heart disease. 

Because the spending of this 3-cent-per
victim money is shared by the Government 
and by many individual national organiza
tions concerned with multiple sclerosis, mus
cular dystrophy, cerebral palsy, the crippled, 
epilepsy, and neurology, it is apparent that 
very little can be allotted to fundamental 
research, without which progress toward 
finding causes and cures will proceed at a 
snail's pace. · 

This need for basic research is of special 
concern to the families of victims of certain 
neuromuscular disorders that batHe medical 
science and that have not been the specific 
concern of a national organization sup
ported by public funds. This neglected 
group includes amyotrophic lateral sclerosis 
(the disease which ended Lou Gehrig's life 
when he seemed at the peak of physical 
health), progressive muscular atrophy, and 
peroneal muscular atrophy. In 1950, 1,006 
Americans died from these diseases, com
pared to 1904 for poliomyelitis. One tragic 
aspect of the situation is that a man who 
contracts the disease from which Gehrig 
died cannot expect to live more than 3 years. 
Doctors are helpless; they do not even like 
to talk about this visitation of death to 
about 667 Americans each year. 

Basic research in nerve fibers and muscle 
tissues offers the means of determining the 
causes of neuro-muscular disease and de

. veloping methods for treatment and pre
vention. Such research has been initiated in 
a small way by public and private groups. 
The National Institutes of Health, for in
stance, is carrying on a study of amyotroph~c 
lateral sclerosis in Guam in an effort to find 
a clue as· to why there are from 50 to 100 
times as many deaths there per 1,000 of 
population as in the United States. Scien
tists such as Nobel Prize Winner A. Szent
Gyorgi, of the Institute for Muscle Research, 
are concentrating on basic research. The 
Neuro-Muscular Research Foundation has 
just been formed to promote basic research 
which will be · directed toward amyotrophic 
lateral sclerosis and other neglected diseases 
as well as the neuro-muscular disorders 
which have received greater public attention. 
We commend an intensification of such ac
tivities and greater coordination of public 
and private efforts in this field. 

On the probable cost of such a research 
program, we quote Dr. Cornelius Traeger, 
speaking for the National Committee on Re
search in Neurological Disorders at the House 
inquiry: "If we could get, not 3 cents per 
patient, but $2 a patient, I think that we 
could do a job that the Atomic En·erg.y Com
mission did, or what preceded the Atomic 

Energy Commission did, in nuclear fission, 
and in about the same time." 

J. PERCY PRiEST, 
Chairman, House Committee on Inter

state and Foreign Commerce. 
CHARLES A. WOLVERTON, 

Chairman during 1952-54_. 

Address of Hon. Leroy Johnson, of Cali
fornia, Delivered to the New York 
Chapter, Atlantic Union Committee, 
February 18, 1!}55 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. LEROY JOHNSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, February 25, 1955 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, a group of us in both branches 
of the Congress haVF' introduced con
current resolutions asking the President 
to invite the other democracies who 
sponsored and signed the North Atlantic 
Treaty to meet in a convention to ex
plore and report to what extent their 
peoples might further unite within the 
framework of the United Nations, and 
agree to form a Federal Union for our 
mutual protection. Last Saturday night 
I had the honor of making a speech on 
this proposal to the New York Chapter 
of the North Atlantic Union Committee. 

Under leave to extend my remarks I 
am including that speech, which fol
lows: 

Ladies and gentlemen, I warmly appreciate 
the courtesy of your kind reception. Espe
cially I am grateful for the high honor paid 
me by your invitation to address your chapter 
.of the Atlantic Union Committee. 

I rather imagine that any ideas I bring you 
on the North Atlantic Federal Union pro
posal will be neither novel nor startling. 
But what is lacking in originality I hope 
will be made up at least in part by my genu
ine, abiding interest and also by my true 
sincerity in respect to this challenging, vital 
proposition so important to every civilized 
person on earth. 

Last week was a possible turning point in 
the long history of this movement. 

In the United States Congress a group of 
Senators and a group of Representatives, in
cluding myself, introduced highly important 
resolutions. They contain this key provi
sion: 

"The President is requested to invite the 
other democracies which sponsored the North 
Atlantic Treaty to name delegates, including 
members of their principal political parties, 
to meet in a convention with similarly ap
pointed delegates from the United States 
and from such other democracies as the con
vention may invite, to explore and report to 
what extent their peoples might further 
unite within the framework of the United 
Nations, and agree to form, federally or 
otherwise, a defense, economic and political 
union." · 

J: am profoundly convinced that the for
mation of a Federal union with free nations 
of Europe for defense purposes would open 
vast possibilities for advancing and stabiliz
ing the world peace for which all of us hope 
so prayerfully today. If the proposition is 
sound, repetition of its supporting argu
ments may be useful, even though I suspect 
that most of you are more conversant with 
them than am I. 

This fundamental approach to mankind's 
most critical problem-that of building a 
solid foundation for unity and peace in this 
divided world-first came into my con- · 
sciousness through a lecture delivered by 
Clarence Streit in the 1930's in Stockton, 
Calif. I was deeply stirred by the concept~ 
Today its appeal to me is as fresh and as 
powerful as it was two decades ago. 

Little did I think as I listened to Clar
ence Streit that I would soon be witness to 
a global conflict far more destructive than 
the gigantic struggle in which I participated 
in 1917 and 1918. Nor had I the faintest pre
monition that I would become a member of 
the House of Representatives, or that for 
seven Congresses I would serve on a Con
gressional committee charged with drafting 
laws pertaining to the security of our Na
tion. In both the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives these laws are handled by the 
Committee on Armed Services. Senator 
KEFAUVER and I are members of these com
mittees. 

For the past several days, the House com
mittee has had before it the top military 
experts of America. They have described 
with candor and in detail the dangerous sit
uation confronting our country. They have 
set forth the steps we must take for our pro
tection in this nuclear age. I shall quote a 
few of their statements made in public hear
ings. From them you may gain a clear ap
preciation of the deadly menace confronting 
us and of the character and scope of our 
defense needs. 

Let us hear first from Adm. Arthur Rad
ford, ·chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
He says: 

"In my opinion a personnel strength of 
2,850,000 men is the size of forc~s we must 
maintain for as long as the Communist 
threat hangs over our head. This may be 
10 years or it may be 50." 

Next, let's listen to the Secretary of De
fense, Charles E. Wilson. He says: 

"The security of the United States and the 
security of our allies are in reality one and 
the same. This concept of collective secu
rity is reflected in our milttary arrangements 
around the world. 

"In the development of our military pro
grams now and in the future we must -reckon 
with the Communist capabilities as well as 
with their possible intentions. Because their 
military power has continued to grow and 
now includes the ability to produce and 
deliver nuclear weapons, the United States 
for the first time in its history has reason 
to be deeply concerned over the serious 
effects which a sudden attack could con
ceivably inflict upon us. 

"As a Nation we reject the concept of 
preventive war. However, a sudden nuclear 
attack aimed at our population, industrial 
and military centers, could be a threat to 
our survival as · a Nation. Therefore, our 
primary objective must be to maintain the 
capability, first to deter an enemy from such 
an attack; and second, to blunt any such 
attack if it comes. Both purposes require 
a combination of effective retaliatory power 
and a continental defense system of steadily 
increasing effectiveness. 

"The forces envisaged in the long-range 
program of the Department of Defense con
stitutes by far the largest Military Estab
lishment that this country has ever under
taken to maintain for an indefinite period 
of time. 

"The maintenance of these forces and their 
qualitative improvement will require expen
ditures over an indefinite period of years of 
many billions of dollars." 

Since the A-bombs were dropped in Japan, 
a decade ago, there has been a rapidly rising 
crescendo of frightfulness in the construc
tion and development of weapons. 

From a low-flying plane, about a year after 
atomic bombs had fallen on Hiroshima and 
~agasaki, I looked at the ruins of these two 
cities. The sight of the carnage wrought 
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.by those two small bombs actually made me 
ill for several days. It was an incredibly 
ghastly, horrible, shocking sight. I kept 
saying to myself, .. Has humanity gone stark, 
raving mad; is man so stupid , so inherently 
evil, so savage and untamed, that in the end 
he will destroy himself?" 

And yet, today we face a situation far 
more staggering in its implications. 

Today, we know, though we can scarcely 
comprehend the awesome fact, that the hy
drogen bomb can wreak 1,000 times the 
damage inflicted upon Japan. Other weap
ons are still more hideous. Noted scientists 
have written that a few properly placed co
balt bombs could exterminate most of the 
human race. Weapons of such boundless 
destructive power may soon be in the hands 
of our own and hostile military forces. 

In the face of such momentous develop
ments, it is indeed understandable that dur
ing the past 10 years apprehension that 
these new weapons might be used against 
us has steadily heightened among our peo
ple. There is, in truth, no escaping this 
grim fact: We live in an age in which cruelly 
ambitious, unprincipled, atheistic men could 
destroy the civilized word-not only its peo
ple but also its institutions, its public and 
private works, its most hallowed traditions, 
its very will to survive. This dread capa
bility rests both with the Communists and 
the free 'world. 

As I look back over these 10 years, I can 
see that more and more, year by year, our 
country and its allies are relying on the 
power to destroy an enemy in an effort to 
find protection against sudden attack. We 
are, perforce, chained to a military tread
mill; feverishly we labor, lavishly we ex
pend our resources, in our effort to increase 
the deadly power of our military force. Our 
antagonists are ensnared in the same fan
tastic spiral; day and night they are striving 
to surpass us in building stronger, ever 
stronger, weapons of destruction. 

And yet, here is the pathetic paradox: 
Every person, in America and abroad, with 

whom I have seriously discussed this prob
lem, longs ardently for peace. On every con
tinent in the past decade I have talked of 
this terrible dilemma with public officials, 
businessmen, teachers, the poor and the rich. 
All give voice to the same deep yearning: 
"We want peace," they say with almost pa
thetic earnestness. "We do not want war." 

Yet, the pages of history are filled with the 
message that a race in arms ultimately ex
plodes into war. 

The Secretary of Defense says we may have 
to fight for our survival; the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff says our tense situation 
may last from 10 to 50 years. The Secretary 
of Defense further advises us that our costly 
weapons rapidly become obsolete due to 
technological advances. Thus we are in an 
economic vise; we are also' in a military po
sition which will remain eternally precarious. 

I must, of course, make this clear; I have 
strongly supported all of our efforts to 
strengthen our Armed Forces. I have voted 
to draft our young men. I have voted to 
have American youth trained so they may be 
skillful warriors, able and ready to defend not 
only their country but also themselves on the 
field of battle. I have supported our Nation's 
efforts to buttress our friends throughout 
the world. These steps and others I, as a 
Congressman, feel we must take to protect 
our country and to neutralize the terrible, 
imminent threat to our survival. 

All of these things we reluctantly do for 
one reason alone: Ungodly men are at large 
in this world, implacably bent upon com
munization and enslavement of all human
ity. At any time they may strike with 
atomic or hydrogen bombs, hoping to de
stroy our industrial system or, in one mas
sive blow, wound us so mortally that domi
nation of our country would surely follow. 
Our ready military power, our national reso
lution, our patient firmness, the certainty 

of our devastating counterblow will, we pray • 
deter them from war. 

But, in all candor, it ls somewhat less 
than inspiring to contemplate nerve-racking 
tension and deadly threat year after year, 
for decades to come, even though war may 
never be our lot. 

I repeat that we cannot minimize the im
perative necessity for a strong military 
posture. Our strength is our insurance 
against annihilation in today 's world. But 
it is comparable to a fire-insurance policy: 
Comforting, of course, to have, but no guar
anty that there will be no fire. We must 
stay alert to the danger of our situation; 
we must keep the threat in the forefront 
of our minds as we look hopefully and en
thusiastically upon the promise held out 
to mankind by a North Atlantic Union Fed
eration. 

With these ·caveats behind us, let us now 
explore our route toward peace which pro
vides an alternative to military force. It 
requires no coercion, no intimidation, no 
exploitation. In my deepest belief, this 
peaceful method of building strength against 
communism and aggression holds the key 
to the present world dilemma; it contalns 
the seed from which can grow enduring 
world peace. 

With my colleagues in the Congress, I am 
eager to explore the possibility of Americans 
joining with other peoples who have repre
sentative government, combining their in
genuity, their skill in government, their be
lief in a peaceful society, their boundless 
resource and strength, that ultimately, by 
the sheer majesty of their aggregate power, 
we shall neutralize and finally eliminate the 
threat that looms today over much of the 
world. 

The federation we visualize would make 
common rules and establish legal machinery 
to compel the obedience of all member na
tions thereto. Those failing to comply 
could be brought to do so through judicial 
decree, backed by the combined force of the 
federated nations. 

The obvious parallel is right at hand. We 
Americans have grown up with it. 

In our country we have 48 States, each 
sovereign, yet each joined permanently in 
common cause for the common good. Con
troversies among our States are settled in 
the Supreme Court of the United States 
whose decrees are binding upon and re
spected by the losing parties. 

Forgive me for particularizing in a some
what personal way, but this example may 
help make the point clear. 

Right now a controversy is awaiting reso
lution between my State of California and 
the State of Arizona. The issue involves 
interpretation of a contract governing the 
allocation of certain waters of the Colorado 
River. The differences between the States 
have been bitter, acrimonious, and explosive, 
for water is critically needed in both States. 
It is easy to envision that two sovereign 
nations would resort to war to settle such 
a dispute; matters of far less importance 
and complexity have turned nations to the 
sword in the past. But here, in our Federal 
system, we avoid the ultimate test of power, 
reposing the issue, for the common good, in 
a disinterested, objective branch of the Gov
ernment. 

Many persons anxiously search for paral
lels to this process in the processes of the 
United Nations. Some persuade themselves 
that this great body has the power to enforce 

·its own decisions and those of its related 
agencies. But this is wishful thinking; it is 
dangerous thinking which could lead us to 
tragic ends. 

The United Nations, true enough, can issue 
decrees; it can enunciate principles; it can 
find a nation guilty of subversion or aggres
sion; it can recommend remedies for injus
tices committed by one member nation upon 
another. But it lacks the power to compel 
its members to obey its suggestions; it 

founders upon the rock of enforcement of 
its will. 

This fatal weakness finally shattered the 
League of Nations; it tore the heart out of 
the Kellogg-Briand Pact which bound nine 
nations not to wage war on one another until 
every peaceful remedy had been exhausted. 
The insufficiency of both efforts is still pain
fully clear in our memory. We shall never 
forget that Japan struck us at Pearl Harbor 
'at the very time their Foreign Minister was 
talking with our Secretary of State. 

So it is that nations, in contrast to our 
States, in striving to adjust their differences, 
still tend to resort to that ancient and brutal 
institution-military force, which, applied 
today, amounts to mass murder and, con
ceivably, the obliteration of both sides. 

In such a contest, victory is the goal. And 
what is its reward? The flower of our man
hood decimated by slaughter; multitudes dis
abled for life; cities pulverized; a system of 
society sundered at its roots. Many among 
us today have seen three wars come and go, 
each more brutal than the one before. And 
yet, our experience is clear: military victory 
does not bring permanent peace. 

I am convinced that man's inhumanity to 
man, that the endless, futile cruelty and 
bloodshed of modern warfare, can be avoided 
through a federal union of free nations. The 
federal system has proved both its efficiency 
and its stabili,ty in our own country and in 
the Swiss Republic. I remind you that in 
the latter nation four languages are in use; 
nevertheless, · regardless of divergent, even 
antagonistic, national strains, the Swiss ex
perience with federalism has been outstand
ingly successful. 

I most earnestly hope, therefore, that onr 
Nation will take the first halting step for
ward in the direction of which I speak. Let 
us move now toward creating the climate and 
the opportunity to build an alternative to 
Armageddon. Let us move toward joining 
with our friends throughout the world in 
exploration of a federal union which would 
bind the parties for mutual protection-and, 
if that should prove successful, moving 
toward an integration of a larger scope. 

Now, of course, we have the jeremiads, the 
gloommongers, the it-can't-be-done type of 
people. In all ages, as in our own time, such 
people point with fear and trembling, ob
sessed with the problems, never inspired by 
the oportunities. These are the barnacles on 
the ship of mankind. 

You know their doleful strain. It adds 
up, essentially, simply to, "It just can't be 
done." 

Our own past shouts the denial to those 
who fearfully hold back. 

Boldly oure for~fathers resolved a chaotic 
situation which resulted from the inability 
of the Articles of Confederation to bind the 
Colonies closely together. 

After the Colonies had fought and won 
the Revolutionary War, they shattered into 
independent, even antagonistic, sovereign 
units. Economies of the several States dis
integrated; traffic was impaired; the com
mon defense was undermined; navigation 
and trade was fettered and harrassed to the 
point almost of extinction. Something had 
to be done. The common good dictated sub
ordination of the primitive fetish, sover
eignty which held the Colonies almost at 
swords' points. 

The Articles of Confederation became the 
first rallying point-the first attempt at 
common government. This failed utterly 
to unite the Colonies into a strong co
hesive nation, with an effective central gov
ernment. For a time, unity seemed impos
sible. You know what then occurred. 

On February 21, 1787, the Continental Con
gress decided to hold a convention in May 
of that year at Philadelphia. Its purpose 
was sharp and clear: to revise the Articles 
of Confederation. Delegates were chosen. 
Through the bitter debate that ensued only 
the maJestic personali~y of the beloved 
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George Washington and the benign influence 
of wise, philosophic Benjamin Franklin 
saved the deliberations from ruin. And then, 
as you know, ultimately, rather than amend
ing the Articles of Confederation, they wrote 
a new Constitution and laid an enduring 
foundation for a new nation. 

And in this Constitution, precisely for the 
reasons which plague us today in this trem
bli-ng world, they turned to a Federal system. 
They built a nationar government with the 
vitality and power to carry forward the com
mon good; they retained, nevertheless, State 
and local responsibilities, reserving to the 
States and to the people all powers not 
specifically granted to the National Govern
ment. 

And in the preamble, they used language 
which is the key to much of the problem of 
which we speak today: "We the people of 
the United States," is the way they began 
this immortal document. Not "We the 
States"-but "We the people" do ordain and 
establish the Constitution for the United 
Sta.tes of America. 

Thus government was · brought through 
the governmental maze to the citizen; thus 
sovereignty was brought home to the indi
vidual; thus government was made of the 
people, for the people, and by the people. 
And therein is a powerful lesson for those 
of us who today aspire to a better order 
of things in this world. There, my friends, 
is the key to world peace. 

And so you see that I am inde.ed a devotee 
of this concept--because, mainly, I so deeply 
revere our own system and the strength and 
the glory it has brought to our people. I 
cannot conceive of any supportable reason 
why a similar effort . would, in our own 
time, fail to bring just as many rich divi
dends to ourselves and to our children. 

Across the seas are nations in mortal fear 
. of the Soviet Union. They live in daily dread 
that their life, their property, their liberty, 
and all that they love in life may be de
stroyed by the Communist advance. They 
know all too well of the agony and, even, 
the despair of their neighbors today behind 
the Iron Curtain. I cannot but believe that 
they would slowly, perhaps, but surely, in-

evltably, seize upon a federation such as r" 
have discussed with all the ardor of a drown
ing man reaching for a helping hand. 

I happen to believe that a juncture of the 
free nations of the North Atlantic, with still 
others who might wish to join, would be so 
potent an aggregation that the Soviet threat 
of aggression would dissipate and frustrate 
and consume itself futilely, finally dying out 
altogether. Freedom is a mighty force. I 
mention only that 95 percent of inventions 
in the world in the last 2 centuries have been 
made by persons living in nations with rep
resentative government and protected per
sonal freedoms. Freedom is the seedbed of 
initiative and ingenuity. 

The nations of which I speak also have a 
genius for government based upon the will 
of the people. In most of them, substan
tially the rights accorded an American citi
zen are accorded to their citizens. They 
have, moreover, the industrial skill, the in
dustrial plant, the agricultural knowledge, 
and the richest resources, added to ours, of 
this world. Such an amalgam would soon 
have a massive impact upon the ambitions 
of the Soviet Union. That nation would, in 
my judgment, recognize swiftly that only 
defeat would be the outgrowth of their con
tined assault on the free world. And this 
above all else is true: dictators cannot stand 
defeat. I am convinced that the rock upon 
which international communism will surely 
founder is federation of all or part of the 
states in the North Atlantic area. 

Just as our own country has developed 
under the Federal system of Government, 
so would thiS group of nations, these mil
lions of people, develop in strength, in 
capacity, in genius, in a unified democratic 
forum . . They would be assured of victory 
in this. divided world; they would be assured 
of a better world. 

My friends, how deeply I wish that we were 
blessed by having 10,000 Owen J. Roberts 
to speak to a hundred thousand groups of 
our people. His penetrating mind, his pro
found experience and knowledge in judicial 
and governmental affairs, his wise insight 
into the perils of our time, would bring light 
into the darkest places of opposition to 

THE JOURNAL SENATE 
On request of Mr. CLEMENTS, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Friday, 

Rev. Louis J. Kaczorowski, pastor, .February 25, 1955, was dispensed with. 

1\iONDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 1955 

Polish American Catholic Church, Chic-
opee, Mass., offered the following prayer: 

Almighty and eternal God, our Heav
enly Father, we pray that our minds and 
hearts may be blessed with the knowl
edge, the wisdom, and the understand
ing to know Thy holy will and the cour
age to follow it. 

We pray that the Members of the 
Senate of the United States may always 
incorporate in their deliberations and 
enactments the moral and spiritual 
principles that are basic to our Ameri
can way of life, and which must be pre
served if our civilization is to survive and 
if our Nation is to continue to be worthy 
of Thy benediction. 

Help each one of us personally to 
grow in devotion to Thee and to Thy 
holy law and in the sincere pr~ctice of 
true brotherhood toward our fellow man 
so that love of Thee and of neighbor may 
be truly the supreme motive and pur
pose of everything we say and do. 

These blessings we ask in Christ's 
name. Amen. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States submitting 
nominations was communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre
taries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced that the House had 
passed a bill <H. R. 4259) to provide a 
1-year extension of the existing corpo
rate normal-tax rate and of certain ex
isting excise-tax rates, and to provide a 
$20 credit against the individual income 
tax for each personal exemption, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The bill (H. R. 4259) to provide a. 

1-year extension of the existing corpo
rate normal-tax rate and of certain ex-

federation. Would that we also could stim
ulate the sale of Union Now, bringing its 
vital, gripping message to millions more of 
our people, so that this cause could reach 
out and truly grasp the minds and hearts 
and the imagination of His Majesty, Mr. 
Average American. Surely this is one light 
that we must ever strive to keep from under 
a bushel. 

There are so many more things I wish I 
could mention. I remember with pride our 
gift of freedom to the Philippines in 1946. 
For 48 years we governed these wonderful 
people. But instead of resorting to tyranny 
and oppression, we spent a good part of 
those years helping these . people prepare 
themselves for self-government and inde

. pendence. Truly this is one of the brightest 
stars in our firmament. In many ways, I 
believe that my vote for Philippine inde
pendence was one of the most significant 
votes I have cast in my 13 years in the Con
gress. Two years ago, for example, I found 
on a trip into the Asian region that almost 
all nations along the Indian Ocean were 
aspiring to achieve the same recognition, 
the same self-respecting position in the 
family of nations, that our Nation had ac
corded to the Philippines. 

Such is the power and the glory and the 
opportunity of America. Such is the promise 
our people, our faith, our system, holds out 
to the suffering and the oppressed who peo
ple much of the globe. 

And such is the America which, I hope 
and pray, will boldly rise to today's challenge 
and lead God's people from the wilderness 
of militarism and terror into the shining 
light of hope and opportunity and depend
able, just peace. Federation, my friends
what better article could America hope to 
merchandise among mankind today. It is 
an imperishable, proud part of our own ex
perience. Let us help others reap its re
wards. 

And, in the process, we shall help our
selves and assure our children and their 
children a decent chance to lead fruitful, 
happy lives. 

Thank you very much for your courteous 
attention. 

isting excise-tax rates, and to provide a 
$20 credit against the individual income 
tax for each personal exemption, was 
read twice by its title and referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

On request of Mr. CLEMENTS, and by 
unanimous consent, the Committee on 
Finance was authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate today. 

On request of Mr. CLEMENTS, and by 
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee 
on Internal Security of the Committee 
on the Judiciary was authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate today. 

On request of Mr. GoRE, and by unani
mous consent, the Subcommittee on 
Roads of the Committee on Public 
Works was authorized to meet this after
noon, during the session of the Senate. 

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING 
MORNING HOUR 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, un
der the rule, there will be a morning 
hour for the presentation of memorials 
and petitions, the introduction of bills, 
and other routine matters. and I ask 
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